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S.  1621— ADJUSTMENT  OF  DEBTS 


WEDNESDAY,  JULY  27,  1955 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  in  room  1310,  New  House  Office 
Building,  Hon.  W.  R.  Poage  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Poage,  Grant,  Gathings,  Abernethy, 
Thompson,  Jones,  Hagen,  Knutson,  Jennings,  Matthews,  Andresen, 
Hoeven,  Dague,  Harvey,  Lovre,  Belcher,  Mclntire,  Williams,  King, 
and  Dixon. 

Delegate  Fern6s-Isem. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  committee  will  please  come  to  order. 

I  believe  we  will  first  take  up  S.  1621,  a  copy  of  which  will  be  placed 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(S.  1621  follows:) 

[S.  1621,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  certain  obligations  of  settlers  on  projects 
developed  or  subject  to  the  Act  of  August  11,  1939,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  provisions  of  sections  41  (g),  43,  and 
51  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1015  (g), 
1017,  and  1025),  are  hereby  extended  to  apply  on  the  obligations  of  settlers  on 
projects  developed  under  the  Act  of  August  11,  1939,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C. 
590y-z),  or  similar  projects  under  the  water  conservation  and  use  item  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  Appropriation  Act,  1940,  as  amended  (53  Stat.  719), 
of  the  type  incurred  in  accordance  with  section  5  of  said  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  590z-3), 
or  other  obligations  to  or  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  incurred 
in  connection  with  the  development  or  operation  of  the  project  unit,  and  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  additional  adjustments  in  the  terms  and 
conditions  and  amounts  of  any  such  obligations  of  such  persons  or  in  the  price 
at  which  project  units  are  sold  to  settlers  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  to  permit 
such  persons  to  acquire,  develop,  and  establish  successful  farming  operations  on 
their  farm  units  and  repay  such  adjusted  obligations. 


[S.  Rept.  No.  1042, 84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

ADJUSTMENT  OF  DEBTS 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  1621)  to  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  certain 
obligations  of  settlers  on  projects  developed  or  subject  to  the  act  of  August  11, 
1939,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

S.  1621  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  compromise  and  adjust 
debts  of  settlers  on  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  developed  under 
the  Wheeler  Case  Act,  as  amended.  This  authority  is  already  being  exercised  by 
the  Secretary  with  respect  to  loans  for  land  purchase  or  improvement  made  under 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  As  noted  in  the  report  below  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  financial  difficulties  in  which  some  of  these  settlers 
find  themselves  are  often  not  subject  to  their  control.  The  report  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  is  also  attached  as  a  part  of  this  report. 
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Departmental  Views 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  1,  1955. 


Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  a  report  on 
S.  1621,  a  bill  to  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  certain 
obligations  of  settlers  on  projects  developed  under  or  subject  to  the  act  of  August 
11,  1939,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  would  extend  to  projects  developed  under  the  authorities  of  the  act  of 
August  11,  1939,  the  provisions  of  sections  41  (g),  43,  and  51  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C.  1015  (g),  1017,  and  1025),  which  sections 
authorize  debtors  to  be  released  of  liability  for  their  debts  under  certain  conditions. 
The  bill  also  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  adjustments 
in  the  terms,  conditions,  and  amounts  of  obligations  incurred  in  connection  with 
the  development  or  operation  of  a  project  unit,  or  in  the  price  at  which  units  on 
such  projects  are  sold  to  settlers  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  to  permit  such 
settlers  to  acquire,  develop,  and  establish  successful  farming  operations  on  their 
farm  units  and  to  pay  any  adjusted  obligations. 

The  enactment  of  this  bill  is  desirable  in  order  that  worthy  farm  families  may 
be  granted  some  relief  from  the  problems  and  difficulties  they  are  confronted 
with  on  these  project  units.  For  example,  on  the  Angostura  project  at  Hot 
Springs,  S.  Dak.,  settlers  are  having  difficulty  because: 

1.  Seepage  is  developing  from  irrigation  canals  and  the  application  of  irrigation 
water  to  the  extent  that  the  irrigable  crop  acreage  on  some  farms  is  being  reduced 
to  the  point  that  a  family  cannot  be  reasonably  expected  to  succeed. 

2.  Due  to  the  semiarid  nature  of  the  area  and  the  sandy  texture  of  much  of 
the  soil,  there  is  a  lack  of  humus  and  organic  matter.  Under  such  conditions, 
some  farmers  cannot  obtain  profitable  yields  until  the  soil  has  been  developed 
with  fertilizers,  legumes,  green-manure  crops,  and  good  tillage  practices.  The 
removal  of  topsoil  in  land-leveling  operations  has  been  an  additional  cause  of 
low  crop  yields  for  the  first  years  of  occupancy.  For  these  reasons,  many  settlers, 
have  lost  money  on  their  farming  operations  during  the  first  years  of  their  occu¬ 
pancy  of  the  units  and  will  fail  unless  afforded  further  opportunities  to  work  out 
of  their  difficulties. 

3.  Since  the  majority  of  these  settlers  are  young  veterans  with  limited  resources, 
the  problem  is  intensified  as  they  have  not  been  able  to  provide  sufficient  funds  to 
supplement  the  amounts  which  could  be  loaned  to  them  under  existing  authorities 
of  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  to  adequately  develop  their  farms.  They 
also  have  been  unable  to  obtain  necessary  buildings,  particularly  livestock 
shelter,  fences,  and,  in  some  instances,  a  habitable  dwelling. 

The  enactment  of  this  bill  will  not  result  in  additional  administrative  costs  as 
its  administration  will  be  absorbed. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  program  of 
the  President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  19,  1955. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Ellender:  A  report  has  been  requested  from  this  Depart¬ 
ment  on  S.  1621,  a  bill  to  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of 
certain  obligations  of  settlers  of  projects  developed  or  subject  to  the  act  of  August 
11,  1939,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 

If  enacted,  S.  1621  would  extend  certain  provisions  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  to  projects  developed  under  the  Wheeler-Case 
Act  (54  Stat.  1119,  16  U.  S.  C.,  secs.  590y-z)  and  the  Interior  Department 
Appropriation  Act  (53  Stat.  685,  719).  Under  these  acts,  there  is  a  division  of 
authority  between  this  Department  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  this 
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Department  being  responsible  (to  put  the  matter  in  general  terms)  for  the  engi¬ 
neering  aspects  of  the  projects  and  for  negotiation  and  administration  of  contracts 
with  organizations  of  water  users  for  repayment  of  the  reimbursable  costs  of  the 
project  works  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  being  responsible  for  the  land 
settlement  program,  the  disposition  of  lands  to  settlers,  and  Federal  assistance  to 
the  settlers  by  way  of  loans  and  the  like. 

The  portions  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  which  would  be  extended  are  those 
which  provide  for  (1)  compromising  and  adjusting  claims  and  modifying  the 
terms  of  mortgages,  leases,  contracts,  and  agreements,  (2)  expediting  the  liqui¬ 
dation  of  projects  by  the  sale  of  lands,  by  making  loans  for  the  improvement  of 
lands  and  repair  of  property,  and  by  disposing  of  public  facilities,  and  (3)  the 
purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  foreclosed  property,  the  operation  and 
ultimate  disposition  of  such  property,  and  making  advances  to  preserve  the 
Government’s  security,  liens,  and  priorities  on  loans.  The  operation  of  the 
extensions  of  authority  proposed  by  S.  1621  is  expressly  limited  to  those  obliga¬ 
tions  of  settlers  which  run  to  or  are  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
Enactment  of  the  bill  would  also  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  “to  make 
such  additional  adjustments  in  the  terms  and  conditions  and  amounts  of  any  such 
obligations  *  *  *  or  in  the  price  at  which  project  units  are  sold  to  settlers  as  may 
be  reasonably  necessary  to  permit  such  persons  to  acquire,  develop,  and  establish 
successful  farming  operations  on  their  farm  units  and  repay  such  adjusted 
obligations.” 

It  appears,  from  this  review  of  the  contents  of  S.  1621,  that  its  enactment  will 
affect  only  operations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  that  it  will  not  affect 
repayment  obligations  of  contracting  organizations  which  are  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  In  view  of  this  we  offer  no  comment  on  the  bill  and 
advise  you  that  we  would  have  no  objection  to  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


The  following  provisions  would  be  extended  to  the  obligations  of  settlers  on 
projects  developed  under  the  Wheeler-Case  Act,  as  amended,  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 


BANKHEAD-JONES  FARM  TENANT  ACT,  AS  AMENDED 
Section  41  (7  U.  S.  C.  1015) 

“(g)  Compromise  or  adjust  claims  and  adjust  and  modify  the  terms  of  mort¬ 
gages,  leases,  contracts  and  agreements  entered  into  or  administered  pursuant 
to  sections  1001-1005d,  1007,  and  1008-1029  of  this  title  as  circumstances  may 
require,  in  the  following  manner: 

“(1)  Compromise  of  claims  of  $10,000  or  more  must  be  effected  by  reference 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  to  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  194  of  Title  31; 

“(2)  Claims  of  less  than  $10,000  may  be  compromised  or  may  be  adjusted  or 
reduced  on  the  basis  of  a  reasonable  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
debtor’s  ability  to  pay  and  the  value  of  the  security  and  with  or  without  the 
payment  of  any  consideration  at  the  time  of  such  adjustment;  releases  from 
personal  liability  may  also  be  made  with  or  without  the  payment  of  any  con¬ 
sideration  at  the  time  of  adjustment  of — 

“(A)  Borrowers  who  have  transferred  their  farms  to  other  approved  appli¬ 
cants  under  agreements  assuming  the  outstanding  indebtedness  to  the 
Secretary  under  sections  1014-1029  of  this  title;  and 

“(B)  Borrowers  who  have  transferred  their  farms  to  other  approved  appli¬ 
cants  under  agreements  assuming  that  portion  of  their  outstanding  indebted¬ 
ness  to  the  Secretary  which  is  equal  to  the  earning  capacity  value  of  the  farm 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  and  borrowers  whose  farms  have  been  acquired 
by  the  Secretary,  in  cases  where  the  county  committees  certify  and  the 
Secretary  determines  that  the  borrowers  have  cooperated  in  good  faith  with 
the  Secretary,  have  farmed  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  used  due  diligence  to 
maintain  the  security  against  loss,  and  otherwise  fulfilled  the  covenants  in¬ 
cident  to  their  loans,  to  the  best  of  their  abilities; 

“(C)  No  compromise  or  adjustment  shall  be  made  upon  terms  more  favor¬ 
able  than  recommended  by  the  appropriate  County  Committee  established 
pursuant  to  section  1016  of  this  title; 
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“(3)  Any  claim  of  $100  or  less,  which  has  been  due  and  payable  for  three  years  or 
more,  and  where  the  debtor  has  no  assets  from  which  the  claim  could  be  collected 
or  is  deceased  and  has  left  no  estate,  or  has  been  absent  from  his  last  known  address 
for  a  period  of  at  least  two  years  and  his  whereabouts  cannot  be  ascertained  with¬ 
out  undue  expense,  may  be  charged  off  or  released  by  the  Secretary  upon  a  report 
and  favorable  recommendation  of  the  employee  of  the  Administration  having 
charge  of  the  claim:  Provided,  That  claims  of  $10  or  less  may  be  canceled  and  re¬ 
leased  whenever  it  appears  to  the  Secretary  that  further  collection  efforts  would 
be  ineffectual  or  likelv  to  prove  uneconomical;  and 

“(4)  At  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress  the 
names  of  all  persons  against  whom  claims  in  excess  of  $1,000  have  been  com¬ 
promised,  the  address  of  such  person,  the  nature  of  the  claim,  the  amount  of  the 
compromise,  and  the  reason  therefor.” 

******* 

Section  43  (7  U.  S.  C.  1017) 

******* 
“The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  continue  to  perform  such  of  the  functions  vested 
in  him  pursuant  to  Executive  Order  Numbered  7530  of  December  31,  1936, 
as  amended  by  Executive  Order  Numbered  7557  of  February  19,  1937,  and 
pursuant  to  sections  431—434  of  Title  40,  as  shall  be  necessary  only  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  and  administration  of  those  resettlement  projects,  rural  rehabilitation  projects 
for  resettlement  purposes,  and  land  development  and  land  utilization  projects,  for 
which  funds  have  been  allotted  by  the  President,  and  the  balances  of  funds  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  for  said  purposes  which  are  unexpended  on  June  30,  1937, 
are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  said  purposes:  Provided,  That 
any  land  held  by  the  United  States  under  the  supers  ision  of  the  Secretary  pursuant 
to  said  Executive  orders  mav  where  suitable  be  utilized  for  the  purposes  of  sections 
1001-1006  of  this  title,  and  the  Secretary  may  sell  said  land  and  make  loans  for 
the  necessary  improvement  thereof  to  such  individuals  and  upon  such  terms  as 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  1001-1006  of  this  title.” 
******* 

Section  51  (7  U.  S.  C.  1025) 

“Sec.  51.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  empowered  to  make  advances  to 
preserve  and  protect  the  security  for,  or  the  lien  or  priority  of  the  lien  securing, 
any  loan  or  other  indebtedness  owing  to  or  acquired  bv~  the  Secretary  under 
this  Act,  the  Act  of  August  14,  1946,  the  Act  of  April  6,  1949,  the  Act  of  August 
28,  1937,  or  the  item  “Loans  to  Farmers,  1948,  Flood  Damage”  in  the  Act  of  June 
25,  1948,  as  those  Acts  are  heretofore  or  hereafter  amended  or  extended;  to  bid 
for  and  purchase  at  any  foreclosure  or  other  sale  or  otherwise  acquire  property 
pledged,  mortgaged,  conveyed,  attached,  or  levied  upon  to  secure  the  payment 
of  any  such  indebtedness ;  to  accept  title  to  any  property  so  purchased  or  acquired ; 
to  operate  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  acquisition,  or 
lease  such  property  for  such  period  as  may  be  deemed  necessary  to  protect  the 
investment  therein;  and  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  such  property  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  section  43  of  this  Act.” 

STATEMENTS  OF  R.  B.  McLEAISH,  ADMINISTRATOR,  FARMERS’ 
HOME  ADMINISTRATION,  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  HENRY  C.  SMITH,  DEPUTY 
ADMINISTRATOR,  FARMERS’  HOME  ADMINISTRATION;  AND 
JOSEPH  C.  YORK,  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE 

Mr.  McLeaish.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Department  reported  favor¬ 
ably  on  S.  1621  to  the  Senate  committee.  The  bill  is  intended  to 
afford  some  relief  to  farmers  who  have  acquired  units  on  soil  and  water 
conservation  projects  developed  under  or  subject  to  the  act  of 
August  11,  1939.  There  are  several  of  these  projects  throughout  the 
Midwest,  but  the  Angostura  project  at  Hot  Springs,  S.  Dak.,  repre¬ 
sents  the  most  typical  example  of  the  need  for  this  legislation. 
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Settlers  acquiring  farms  on  this  project  from  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  have  had  difficulty  with  seepage  developing  from  irrigation 
canals  and  the  actual  application  of  the  irrigation  water,  which  has 
acted  to  reduce  the  irrigable  crop  acreage  below  the  acreage  needed 
to  successfully  farm  the  unit  and  pay  off  the  indebtedness.  Some  of 
the  units  on  the  Angostura  project  are  not  fully  developed.  The 
settlers  need  land  development  in  the  form  of  fertilizers,  legumes,  and 
other  good  soil-building  practices.  Also,  some  settlers  have  not  com¬ 
pleted  the  building  development  of  their  units  and  require  loans  from 
Farmers’  Home  Administration  for  this  development  work.  The 
Farmers’  Home  Administration  is  unable  to  assist  most  of  these 
settlers  because  the  amount  of  the  loan  needed  by  the  applicant  plus 
the  existing  indebtedness  is  in  excess  of  the  appraised  value  of  the 
farm  unit. 

S.  1621  would  permit  the  scaling  down  of  the  indebtedness  of  these 
settlers  through  authorities  contained  in  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  so  that  the  settler  could  be  reasonably  expected  to  estab¬ 
lish  successful  farming  operations  on  the  farm  unit  and  pay  the  ad¬ 
justed  indebtedness.  The  bill  would  make  it  possible  to  release  a 
present  settler  from  liability  who  may  transfer  his  farm  to  another 
individual.  The  bill  would  also  permit  the  future  sale  of  units  of 
these  projects  at  reduced  prices  as  may  be  necessary  to  permit  the 
settler  to  establish  successful  farming  operations  on  the  unit  and  repay 
his  obligations. 

Staff  members  of  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  from  the 
State  offices  and  from  the  National  office  have  investigated  thoroughly 
the  situation  of  settlers  on  these  projects  and  have  established  quite 
conclusively  the  need  for  assisting  these  settlers  if  they  are  to  succeed. 
Under  an  agreement  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  has  been  servicing  the  sales  contracts  of  these 
units  which  have  been  sold  and  this  bill  would  permit  us  to  adjust 
the  amount  of  these  contracts  as  necessary  to  bring  the  amount  of  the 
remaining  indebtedness  into  line  with  the  anticipated  ability  of  the 
settler  to  pay.  Our  investigation  indicates  that  the  immediate  need 
for  this  legislation  is  principally  confined  to  the  Angostura  project  in 
South  Dakota,  and  to  the  Buffalo  Rapids  project  in  Montana. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  you  are  telling  us  is  that  this  bill  provides  that 
the  Government  can  waive  part  of  a  contract  price  and  take  less  than 
they  agreed  to.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  That  is  about  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Just  so  we  understand  it. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  Government  would  reduce  the  purchase  price 
of  the  land.  In  other  words,  as  an  illustration,  here  is  a  piece  of  land 
that  appraises  at  $18,000.  $8,000  was  allowed  for  development  which 

was  not  enough  and  then  the  land  was  sold  at  $10,000.  The  actual 
amount  of  money  required  for  buildings,  the  home,  farm  buildings, 
and  fencing,  et  cetera,  would  amount  to  $12,000  or  $13,000,  which 
would  get  the  indebtedness  on  the  land  beyond  our  ability  to  lend  it. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  would  be  your  maximum  loan? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  We  can’t  lend  more  than  the  long-term  appraised 
value  of  the  land. 

Mr.  Andresen.  What  will  it  be  after  this  bill  passes? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  Some  of  these  land  contracts  would  be  scaled 
down. 
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Mr.  Andresen.  Who  would  take  the  loss? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  Government  would  take  the  loss. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Do  you  think  it  is  advisable  to  start  people  in 
farming  when  it  is  sure  to  be  a  loss? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  idea  here,  the  question  is  whether  at  the  out¬ 
set  they  were  charged  too  much  for  the  land. 

Mr.  Andresen.  The  land  was  worthless  when  they  bought  it, 
wasn’t  it? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  That  is  a  question  of  judgment. 

Mr.  Poage.  Who  fixed  those  values  when  they  bought  it? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  They  were  fixed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
In  other  words,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  actually  sold  the  land 
and  then  turned  the  notes  over  to  Farmers’  Home  Administration  to 
collect. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  this  some  of  that  land  that  was  purchased  as  mar¬ 
ginal  land? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  Case-Wheeler  project.  Do  you  know  the 
background  of  that? 

Mr.  York.  It  was  not  part  of  the  submarginal-land-purchase 
program.  It  was  a  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Soil  Conservation  Service 
combined  developed  under  what  is  known  as  the  Case- Wheeler  Act. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  I  would  like  to  explain  Mr.  York  has  made  a 
number  of  trips  to  these  projects  and  we  have  him  here  to  answer 
detailed  questions. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  would  like  to  have  him  answer  questions  because 
I  do  not  know  the  background  of  this  land  and  I  doubt  that  many  of 
the  members  of  the  committee  do,  and  we  ought  to  understand  who 
put  these  inflated  values  on  this  land  and  why  they  put  them  on. 

Mr.  York.  The  farms  have  been  appraised  by  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  on  the  basis  of  their  long-time  earning  capacity.  Then 
the  Wheeler-Case  Act  provided  that  they  needed  to  recover  a  certain 
proportion  of  the  development  costs.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
they  looked  at  the  appraised  value  and  what  they  had  to  recover  and 
sort  of  bargained  and  said,  “well,  now,  we  need  to  recover  so  much 
money  from  this  project  in  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Case- 
Wheeler  Act.  That  will  allow  about  $8,000  for  development  and  we 
think  most  of  these  folks  can  put  the  buildings  and  fences  and  wells 
that  they  need  on  their  farms  for  about  $8,000.” 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  talking  about  a  quarter  section? 

Mr.  York.  It  is  variable  acreage,  mostly  an  average  of  127  acres. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  try  to  make  it  come  out  $8,000  regardless  of 
acreage? 

Mr.  York.  The  farms  would  appraise  at  $10,000,  we  will  say. 
Then  they  said  if  we  allow  $8,000  for  the  cost  of  further  development, 
buildings,  fences,  and  wells,  we  will  sell  the  farm  for  $10,000.  Now 
the  place  where  I  understand  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  was 
in  the  squeeze  was  the  fact  that  the  act  required  them  to  recover  a 
certain  amount  from  the  project  and  in  order  to  do  that  they  sort  of 
compromised  on  this  issue  of  about  $8,000. 

At  the  time  they  would  be  doing  that  our  engineer  advised  them  that 
$8,000  was  not  sufficient  to  put  the  farms  in  full  development  but  they 
went  ahead  and  sold,  for  example,  a  farm  as  Mr.  McLeaish  said,  for 
$10,000. 
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Mr.  Poage.  This  land  didn’t  have  any  irrigation  on  it  when  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  came  in  possession,  did  it? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  had  developed  irriga¬ 
tion  projects. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  Reclamation  Bureau  owned  it? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  Reclamation  was  on  the  land  and  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  leveled  the  land  off  and  cleared  it  of  brush  and  things  like 
that. 

Mr.  Poage.  They  did  not  have  irrigation  on  it  before  the  land  was 
leveled,  surely.  They  weren’t  sprinkling  it,  were  they? 

Mr.  York.  It  was  a  joint  operation.  While  the  Bureau  was  build¬ 
ing  the  land  and  canals,  the  Soil  Conservation  was  leveling  the  land 
and  getting  units  ready  for  sale. 

Mr.  Poage.  Was  Soil  Conservation  spending  Government  money 
to  level  land?  From  what  source  did  they  get  that  money?  The 
Soil  Conservation,  generally  speaking,  is  not  an  action  agency.  It  is 
an  agency  to  instruct  the  farmer.  Wdiere  did  they  get  the  money  to 
level  the  land? 

Mr.  York.  I  can’t  tell  you  the  detail  on  that,  the  exact  background. 
The  Soil  Conservation  Service  had  the  money  for  it,  they  still  have 
some  money  for  it.  Wliether  that  is  a  carry-over  from  appropriations 
made  back  pursuant  to  this  Case-Wdieeler  Act,  I  don’t  know.  The 
Case- Wheeler  Act  was  passed  and  some  of  these  projects  were  started 
under  the  Farm  Security  Administration  and  transferred  from  Farm 
Security  to  Soil  Conservation  Service  about  1945  or  1946,  somewhere 
in  there. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  say  some  of  them  were.  Did  they  all  start  with. 
Farm  Security  or  did  some  of  them  start  after  1945? 

Mr.  York.  Some  of  them  started  after  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  was  under  authority  of  the  Case-Wheeler  Act. 

Mr.  York.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  act  put  up  money  for  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  to  use  to  level  this  land? 

Mr.  York.  That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Poage.  Did  that  act  also  put  up  the  money  for  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  to  build  the  dam? 

Mr.  York.  I  presume  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  appropriation 
came  through  the  regular  Department  of  the  Interior  appropriation, 
but  I  couldn’t  say. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  dams  weren’t  built  under  the  terms  of  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Act  surely.  The  dams  were  built  under  some  special  act, 
were  they  not? 

Mr.  York.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  King.  What  is  the  location  of  this  project? 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  there  are  a  number  of  these  projects. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  One  in  South  Dakota  and  one  in  Wyoming  which 
has  not  reached  the  state  of  selling  off  the  land  yet,  and  this  bill  would 
correct  sales  of  those  tracts. 

Mr.  Poage.  As  I  understand  it,  then,  the  next  problem  was  that 
Soil  Conservation  put  so  much  money  into  the  leveling  of  this  land 
that  the  cost  got  so  high  that  they  had  too  much  cost  in  there  to  make 
these  things  actually  an  economical  unit,  but  sold  them  nevertheless. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  way  I  understand  that  happened  when  the 
Case-WReeler  Act  was  passed,  it  was  contemplated  that  WPA  or 
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Civilian  Conservation  Corps  labor  would  be  used,  which  would  be 
low-priced  labor,  and  then  the  war  came  along  and  it  was  necessary 
to  use  high-priced  labor  on  the  deal. 

Mr.  Poage.  Regardless  of  the  cost,  that  went  into  this  thing,  I 
understand  it  was  twice  what  it  was  originally  contemplated,  they 
went  ahead  and  sold  these  places  to  farmers  on  the  theory  that  they 
could  still  pay  them  out.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  sold  it  to  them  at  a  lot  more  than  any  farmer 
could  ever  pay  out. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  sounds  like  a  typical  reclamation  project  to  me, 
doesn’t  sound  any  different  from  the  rest  of  the  reclamation  projects. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Was  this  some  of  the  land  purchased  in  the  thirties 
for  a  dollar  or  two  an  acre? 

Mr.  York.  No,  sir.  This  was  land  which  was  acquired  just  purely 
and  simply  for  this  reclamation  project. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  cost  of  this  land  to 
the  Government  in  its  raw  state? 

Mr.  York.  I  don’t  know  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  Do  you  know  anything  about  the  average  cost  of  the 
improvements  on  it,  that  the  Government  put  there? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  We  don’t  have  those  figures,  either. 

Mr.  Poage.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  hasn’t  the  Government  pretty  well 
taken  a  licking  all  the  way  around  on  this  stuff?  Didn’t  the  land 
cost  too  much  in  the  first  place;  haven’t  the  improvements  cost  too 
much  and  haven’t  they  burdened  the  farmer  with  too  much 
indebtedness? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  I  wouldn’t  disagree  with  any  of  those  statements. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  seems  clear. 

Mr.  King.  Is  this  land  that  you  figure  we  might  grow  potatoes  on 
now? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  I  don’t  think  there  are  any  potatoes  contemplated 
for  this  land. 

Mr.  King.  It  will  grow  potatoes,  won’t  it? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  I  haven’t  heard  any  reports  that  it  would.  I  think 
they  are  contemplating  alfalfa  and  sugar  beets. 

Mr.  King.  We  should  loan  some  money  to  grow  potatoes  some¬ 
where. 

Mr.  Berry.  Senator  Case,  who  has  had  a  great  interest  in  this 
project  from  the  beginning,  is  here.  I  wonder  if  it  might  not  be  a 
good  idea  at  this  time  to  let  Senator  Case  give  you  a  brief  talk. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  sure  tve  all  want  to  hear  from  Senator  Case,  and 
Mr.  McLeaish  has  another  comment  which  will  only  take  a  minute. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  add  that  I  have 
checked  since  this  statement  was  written  and  all  these  settlers  we 
are  talking  about  here  are  veterans. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  did  they  come  to  all  be  veterans  if  this  thing 
started  a  good  many  years  ago  before  we  had  anything  except  World 
War  I  veterans? 

Senator  Case.  I  can  answer  that  question  very  easily. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  so  much,  Mr.  McLeaish,  and  we  will  be 
glad  to  hear  from  Senator  Case,  who  was  the  author  of  the  original  bill. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANCIS  CASE,  A  UNITED  STATES  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  first 
let  me  say  it  is  a  privilege  to  come  over  here  and  be  in  the  atmosphere 
of  the  House  again. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  are  always  glad  to  have  you. 

Senator  Case.  This  bill  grows  out  of  the  projects  that  were  started 
under  the  Water  Conservation  and  Utilization  Act  of  1939.  In  the 
latter  days  of  WPA  and  CCC  a  movement  was  started  to  make  the 
work  that  was  accomplished  under  those  programs  productive  in  the 
northern  Great  Plains  and  instead  of  assigning  men  to  leaf-raking 
jobs  to  give  them  work  on  something  that  would  tend  to  relieve  the 
drought  conditions  that  were  affecting  the  northern  Great  Plains 
during  the  thirties. 

Senator  Wheeler  of  Montana  and  I  joined  in  sponsoring  legislation 
which  became  more  or  less  known  as  the  Wheeler-Case  program  or 
project,  and  there  were  four  of  those  projects  started,  one  in  Mirage 
Flats,  Nebr.,  Buffalo  Rapids,  Mont.,  Eden  Valley,  Wyo.,  and 
Angostura,  S.  Dak. 

At  the  time  the  projects  were  authorized  the  work  to  be  done  so 
far  as  it  could  be  was  to  be  WPA  labor  or  CCC  labor  that  was  assigned 
to  them,  so  they  would  have  something  useful  to  do  instead  of  being 
given  a  grant  under  the  old  farm  security  program. 

The  project  in  South  Dakota  known  as  the  Angostura  project, 
under  that  the  Department  purchased  the  land  that  was  to  be  reha¬ 
bilitated  with  some  irrigation.  There  is  in  this  project  12,000  acres 
to  be  irrigated.  It  was  shrunken  a  great  deal  from  the  original  con¬ 
ception  of  an  irrigation  project  in  that  area  because  they  took  what 
was  supposed  to  be  the  best  of  the  land,  moved  in  some  equipment  for 
leveling  the  land,  planned  to  put  in  three  CCC  projects  or  camps  to 
construct  the  dam,  and  then  the  war  broke  out. 

So  the  Government  carried  the  ownership  of  the  land  through  the 
war  period.  Some  work  was  done  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  addition  to  buying  the  load  at  that  time,  but  not  too  much. 

Most  of  the  land  leveling  equipment  I  think  was  stored  or  some  of 
it  was  moved  out. 

The  dam  was  not  constructed  until  after  the  war  was  over  and  at 
that  time  it  was  picked  up  and  put  into  the  Missouri  River  compre¬ 
hensive  program,  the  Angostura  Dam  was  built  as  one  of  the  projects 
in  the  total  Missouri  River  program. 

Mr.  Poage.  Did  the  engineers  build  it? 

Senator  Case.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  built  the  dam.  The 
program  at  the  time  it  was  started  had  a  great  deal  of  attention 
because  it  was  a  program  to  have  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  work 
together  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  furnishing  the  construction  of  the  dam  and  supervising  the 
irrigation  end  of  it,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  through  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  through  its  financing  agencies  were  to  handle 
the  agricultural  phases  of  it. 

The  interruption  of  the  war  of  course  upset  the  original  concept. 

When  the  war  was  over  then  and  the  dam  was  built,  it  was  the  first 
dam  actually  built  in  the  total  Missouri  River  program,  the  Angostura 
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Dam  was  the  first  project  started  under  the  flood  control  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  Missouri  program. 

There  were  then  no  CCC  camps,  no  WPA  labor,  and  no  settlers  to 
be  relocated.  The  thirties  were  passed.  We  were  in  a  new  era  agri¬ 
culturally  and  rain  wise  as  well.  It  was  thought  then  the  appropriate 
people  to  use  for  settlers  on  the  project  should  be  veterans.  So  the 
total  number  of  units,  and  these  units  run  from  80  to  about  110  acres 
or  something  like  that,  were  made  available  for  sale  to  veterans  on 
not  exactly  a  drawing  basis,  but  a  veteran  who  wanted  to  buy  one  of 
these  tracts  of  land  was  permitted  to  file  an  application,  a  board  was 
set  up  consisting  of  representatives  of  the  Soil  Conservation  service, 
the  county  agent,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Farmers’  Home 
Administration  to  select  among  these  veterans  who  applied  a  settler 
to  go  on  one  of  these  units. 

I  am  not  sure  that  this  same  pattern  was  followed  on  Mirage  Flats; 
Buffalo  Rapids  was  started  earlier;  I  am  not  sure  the  same  pattern 
was  followed  on  Eden  Valley,  but  to  the  extent  that  any  units  re¬ 
mained  to  be  sold,  I  think  it  was. 

As  I  look  back  at  it  now,  I  say  this  in  all  fairness  and  charity  to  all 
concerned,  possibly  there  were  too  many  cooks  in  there  dealing  with 
this  one  batch  of  broth,  so  to  speak,  because  you  had  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  fixing  the  water  charges  for  the  service  of  the  water  and 
for  the  repayment  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  dam.  You  had  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  financing  the  settlers  over  and  above 
the  money  they  brought  in.  Most  of  the  GI’s  used  their  GI  rights  to 
get  money  to  make  their  down  payment  on  the  land  and  to  start,  if 
they  could,  with  their  equipment  and  the  buildings.  This  became 
practically  virgin  land.  Whatever  shacks  or  buildings  that  might  have 
been  there  were  removed,  new  houses  were  constructed  unless  the 
settler  wanted  to  move  in  some  house  that  he  bought  and  develop 
it  that  way. 

The  land  was  leveled  for  irrigation  purposes.  The  leveling  resulted 
in  destroying  the  fertility  of  the  soil  for  a  time  as  it  does  on  land 
where  you  have  some  uneveness  of  the  land.  That  is,  the  topsoil  was 
scraped  off  to  fill  up  the  little  low  spots  so  that  the  land  would  be 
leveled  and  ready  for  irrigation.  That  resulted  in  some  cases  of  taking 
the  humus,  the  soil  with  liumus  in  it,  and  putting  it  into  the  low  spots 
so  that  for  the  first  few  years  of  the  project  the  settlers  will  be  engaged 
in  a  program  of  developing  soil  fertility  either  by  using  fertilizer  or 

by — 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  that  not  true  in  any  of  the  reclamation  projects? 

Senator  Case.  It  is  true  in  most  reclamation  projects,  but  the 
difference  is  where  a  project  is  developed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
they  have  a  development  period  and  they  don’t  start  the  repayment 
period,  I  think  they  have  a  10-year  development  period,  Mr.  Dominy 
is  here  and  can  tell  you  about  that.  They  have  a  10-year  develop¬ 
ment  period  in  which  these  little  problems  of  adjustment  these  units 
are  worked  out.  But  here  you  had  transfer  to  the  Farmers’  Home 
Administration  of  the  financing  with  the  settlers  obligated  to  start 
making  their  payments  back  the  very  first  year  they  got  on  the  lands 
when  they  had  to  complete  their  house  and  barn  and  plow  the  first 
furrow  and  get  the  land  under  cultivation  so  you  had  a  financial  burden 
upon  them  in  repayment  obligations  the  first  year  that  is  not  true  of 
ordinary  reclamation  projects. 


S.  1621 — ADJUSTMENT  OF  DEBTS 


11 


The  result  is  that  on  a  few  problem  units,  this  does  not  apply  to 
all,  some  settlers  are  doing  very  well,  they  had  a  good  crop  of  alfalfa 
and  a  good  crop  of  grain  and  a  good  crop  of  sugar  beets,  but  on  some 
of  them  they  did  not,  in  some  cases  I  suppose  that  the  experience  of  a 
farmer  might  enter  into  it. 

The  Cheyenne  has  a  very  sandy  soil  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
river.  As  you  get  further  away  from  the  river  the  soil  becomes  heavier 
with  more  heavy  loam  in  it.  They  found  when  they  started  watering 
these  units  that  a  few  of  the  units  nearest  the  river  were  so  sandy  that 
the  water  seeped  down  so  rapidly  that  1  or  2  of  the  units  became  more 
or  less  waterlogged.  The  ground- water  table  rose  so  high  in  one 
instance  that  the  settler  can’t  get  from  his  house  to  his  barn.  It  is 
just  a  bog  between  the  house  and  the  barn.  They  are  trying  to  put 
in  some  drainage. 

It  may  be  in  that  instance  that  he  ought  to  be  given  an  opportunity 
to  move  further  away  from  the  river  to  select  one  of  the  units  further 
away  because  he  ought  not  to  be  saddled  with  what  was  an  engineering 
failure  or  a  failure  in  something  that  nobody  could  foresee,  whatever 
it  may  have  been. 

They  have  no  authority  to  let  him  move  to  another  unit.  He  has 
his  buildings  there,  house  and  barn,  and  he  has  a  bog  between  house 
and  barn. 

In  another  instance  they  have  to  travel  about  3  miles  and  a  half  to 
get  around  a  half-mile  of  road  that  is  impassable  because  of  the 
excessive  seepage  that  developed  in  some  of  the  sandier  soil  near  the 
river. 

Mr.  Poage.  Who  built  the  irrigation  canals? 

Senator  Case.  The  canals  were  built,  the  distribution  canal  was 
built  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  jPoage.  I  understand  the  departmental  witnesses  to  place  the 
blame  on  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  it  may  be  that  is  where  it 
belongs,  I  am  not  saying  it  does  but  I  understood  you  to  say  the 
Reclamation  Service  who  has  been  in  business  of  reclaiming  land  and 
building  canals  actually  located  the  canals. 

Senator  Case.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  had  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  land  leveling.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  a  part 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
owned  the  land.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  responsibility  was  the 
construction  of  the  dam,  the  building  of  the  main  canal  and  the  service 
of  water,  but  not  the  ditches  out  on  the  individual  tracts. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that.  The  seepage  is  coming  from  these 
canals;  is  it  not? 

Senator  Case.  I  don’t  know  that  you  could  generalize  to  that 
extent  and  it  does  not  affect,  that  particular  problem  does  not  affect 
over  2  or  3  units  to  a  serious  degree.  But  even  with  them  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  has  no  authority  to  make  any  adjustment  in 
the  original  price  put  on  these  farm  units  or  authority  to  let  them 
turn  back  the  unit  they  got  and  let  them  select  another  unit. 

Mr.  Poage.  Is  there  still  a  lot  of  land  there  that  hasn’t  been  sold? 

Senator  Case.  Yes;  about  a  third  of  the  units  have  been  sold. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  did  the  Government  pay  for  that  land  in  the 
beginning? 

Senator  Case.  I  don’t  know.  Mr.  McLain  was  the  appraiser  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  was  in  there  before  the  war  and 
made  the  appraisals  and  bought  the  land. 
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Mr.  Poage.  The  land  was  not  in  cultivation  when  the  Government 
bought  it? 

Senator  Case.  Some  of  it  was.  Some  was  bought  from  the  county 
and  some  from  individual  farmers.  Farmers  who  were  in  the  area  of 
the  project  in  large  part  would  retain  a  portion  of  their  holdings  and 
sell  a  part,  because  of  the  desire  to  limit  the  irrigation  to  not  over 
about  80  acres  for  any  one  settler. 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  this  project  provide  irrigation  water  for  those 
farmers  who  sold  parts  of  their  land  and  who  retained  part  of  it? 

Senator  Case.  Yes;  they  buy  the  water.  Not  all  of  them  did,  but 
some  of  them  did. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  if  I  had  a  half  section  there  and  I  sold 
the  Government  160  acres  of  it,  then  not  only  did  I  get  the  price  for 
my  160  acres  but  I  also  get  irrigation  for  the  160  retained;  is  that  right? 

Senator  Case.  If  you  did  you  would  have  to  pay  for - 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  I  would  have  to  pay  for  it,  but  wouldn’t 
most  anybody  be  glad  to  have  irrigation  under  those  circumstances? 

Senator  Case.  I  presume  so. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  was  a  benefit  to  the  people  who  sold,  in  other  words. 
They  are  getting  along  all  right,  those  people  who  sold  out,  we  are  not 
trying  to  bail  them  out? 

Senator  Case.  No.  In  fact,  I  don’t  know,  I  think  you  might  make 
too  much  of  a  generalization.  After  all,  you  are  only  dealing  with 
probably  10  or  a  dozen  problem  cases. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  bill  just  gives  the  Department  unlimited  au¬ 
thority? 

Senator  Case.  It  gives  the  Department  exactly  the  same  authority 
it  now  has  with  respect  to  the  farmstead  units  under  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act.  It  extends  to  the  problem  cases  the  same  authority  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  for  making  adjustments  under  loans 
of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  That  is  what  the  bill  does 
on  its  face.  It  refers  specifically  to  the  act. 

Mr.  Lovre.  There  are  only  about  10  or  12  individuals  involved? 

Senator  Case.  There  are  3  really  serious  units  based  upon  the  per¬ 
sonal  contact  I  had,  I  was  down  there  at  25  meetings  and  at  those 
meetings  we  had  representatives  of  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  Farmers’  Home  Administration,  the  State  chiefs  of 
each  of  those  agencies  were  there.  In  addition  to  that  at  the  last 
meeting  Mr.  Cogsdale,  of  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration,  Assist¬ 
ant  Administrator,  was  there  representing  Mr.  McLeaish,  Mr.  Dominy 
was  there  representing  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  Mr.  Williams 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Last  fall  I  heard  about  this  problem,  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars 
were  tremendously  concerned  because  2  or  3  of  these  veterans  on 
these  problem  units  were  connected  with  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars, 
the  State  commander  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  was  interested. 
I  met  with  the  settlers,  spent,  an  afternoon  there  and  I  said  this  is  a 
situation  where  there  is  an  injustice  and  something  should  be  done, 
I  wrote  a  4-page  letter  on  it,  I  took  notes  of  30  or  49  settlers  there, 
those  doing  well  and  those  not  doing  so  well. 

The  State  agencies  set  up  a  field  team  to  go  in  and  make  a  survey. 
We  had  a  meeting  the  first  of  April  at  which  heads  of  agencies  were 
out  there.  There  has  been  more  money  spent  in  travel  to  survey  and 
stiuty  this  than  is  involved.  Also  the  money  I  have  spent  in  travel 
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to  survey  and  study  this  than  is  involved.  Also  the  money  I  have 
spent  and  that  the  agencies  have  spent  in  having  people  go  there  to 
look  at  it. 

All  they  need  is  the  same  authority  they  have  under  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  Three  very  serious  cases  where  I  think  that 
if  something  isn’t  done  you  are  just  going  to  break  three  veterans,  some 
of  the  finest  young  people  in  the  world. 

You  see  these  50  or  75  people  that  attended  these  meetings,  some 
were  not  asking  for  anything.  But  a  few  of  them  had  problem  units. 
It  may  be  10  or  a  dozen  cases  may  call  for  some  adjustment  in  their 
farm  indebtedness. 

I  don’t  believe  that  the  actual  adjustment  will  exceed  that.  I  do 
think  that  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration 
to  have  a  little  more  authority  for  giving  a  larger  loan  than  they  do 
under  existing  authority  if  some  of  the  other  units  are  going  to  have  a 
full  set  of  buildings  with  some  fencing. 

One  of  the  problems  is  fertility.  How  simple  this  thing  is  when 
you  get  down  to  cases.  These  fellows  put  in  all  the  money  they  have 
got.  They  have  the  payments  to  make.  They  don’t  have  money 
to  build  a  woven  wire  fence  so  they  can  run  hogs,  or  sheep,  or  cattle  to 
hog  off  their  corn,  for  instance,  and  get  the  added  fertility  that  comes 
from  that  type  of  farming  where  this  fertility  has  been  destroyed  or 
disturbed  by  the  land  leveling.  This  isn’t  a  major  bill  and  it  isn’t 
a  major  problem,  as  far  as  the  Government  is  concerned,  but  it  is  a 
life  and  death  matter  for  a  very  few  veterans. 

Mr.  Lovre.  I  want  to  say,  though,  the  Angostura  project  is  not  in 
my  district.  I  am  somewhat  familiar  with  it  and  there  are  pathetic 
cases  there  that  deserve  special  consideration. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Senator  Case,  I  appreciate  your  particular  problem 
and  there  are  a  lot  of  humanitarian  angles.  The  thing  that  disturbs 
me  is  setting  a  precedent  for  like  cases  throughout  the  country.  I  am 
in  sympathy  with  your  objective  but  I  am  wondering  whether  this  is 
good  legislation. 

Senator  Case.  These  veterans  are  not  responsible  for  the  imperfec¬ 
tions  in  the  project  proposed  to  them  or  for  the  units  assigned  or  for 
the  representations  made.  The  Federal  Government  has  that  respon¬ 
sibility.  That  is  No.  1.  No.  2  is  that  this  is  not  the  precedent. 
The  precedent  exists  in  the  principles  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act.  We  are  not  proposing  to  establish  a  precedent  here. 
W e  are  simply  saying  to  give  to  a  few  veterans  here  the  same  consid¬ 
eration  you  have  given  to  settlers  under  the  Bankhead  Farm  Tenant 
Act  all  through  the  South. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  You  agree  the  same  type  of  relief  should  be  afforded 
to  any  similar  case  throughout  the  country? 

Senator  Case.  If  the  Federal  Government  has  equal  responsibility; 
yes.  I  don’t  know  whether  you  have  anything  exactly  on  all-fours 
with  this  or  not.  When  I  say  3  or  4  units,  I  am  thinking  of  those 
where  there  ought  to  be  authority  so  they  could  exchange  the  units 
and  say  to  this  veteran  here,  “We  sold  you  a  lemon.”  There  was  some 
faulty  analysis  of  the  soils  here.  We  didn’t  realize  the  soils  were  so 
porous  and  that  this  land  would  be  waterlogged  when  we  put  water 
on  it. 

We  ought  to  have  authority  to  take  that  unit  back  from  you  and 
let  you  take  a  unit,  select  a  unit  farther  down  away  from  the  river 
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where  you  get  into  the  heavier  soil.  There  are  not  over  about  3  or  4 
cases  like  that.  There  may  be  a  dozen  cases  where  it  calls  for  some 
debt  adjustment.  Or  for  authority  to  make  a  larger  loan  than  they 
can  make  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  this  bill  provides  for  is  releasing  people  from 
their  obligations  to  the  United  States  Government.  I  never  knew  of 
an  admission  on  the  part  of  the  Government  that  it  is  ever  wrong,  but 
it  is  oftentimes  wrong.  If  we  can  get  an  admission  that  somebody 
had  made  a  mistake  out  there  it  would  justify  us  entirely  in  saying 
the  Government  will  trade  land.  We  pass  bills  all  the  time  allowing 
transfer  of  land  and  we  would  say  the  Government  was  wrong  and  the 
Government  made  a  mistake  and  therefore  the  Government  should 
rectify  its  mistake. 

I  don’t  understand  that  is  what  this  bill  does.  I  understand  this 
bill  to  be  an  absolute  guaranty  of  anything  that  anybody  buys, 
buying  through  or  in  connection  with  the  Government.  You  say 
there  is  nobody  else  in  this  situation.  I  get  2  or  3  letters  a  week  from 
veterans  who  have  made  loans  on  homes  and  they  complain  that  the 
builder  did  not  do  everything - 

Senator  Case.  That  was  a  private  builder  and  here  the  builder 
was  the  United  States  Government. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes,  but  the  Veterans’  Administration  is  held  respon¬ 
sible  because  the  Veterans’  Administration  inspected  that  home 
before  the  veteran  took  it  and  that  veteran  has  been  led  to  believe,  as 
all  veterans  are  led  to  believe,  that  anything  he  touches  that  the  United 
States  Government  is  going  to  guarantee  and  for  practical  purposes 
we  are  guaranteeing  those  houses.  We  put  a  loan  on  them  and  the 
Veterans’  Administration  will  call  that  builder  in  and  at  least  argue 
with  him  that  he  hasn’t  carried  out  his  contract.  Of  course  the 
veteran  never  feels  there  is  any  responsibility  on  him  to  try  to  get  the 
contract  complied  with,  he  feels  the  responsibility  is  on  the  United 
States  Government.  I  don’t  object  to  rectifying  mistakes  the  United 
States  Government  has  done. 

Senator  Case.  Here  the  seller  is  the  Government. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  doesn’t  make  a  difference  to  the  veteran.  The 
veteran  doesn’t  feel  there  is  a  difference  between  buying  from  the 
Government  and  the  Government  guaranteeing  the  loan.  He  says 
when  the  Government  guarantees  a  loan  on  his  house  that  the  “Gov¬ 
ernment  guaranteed  I  would  get  a  good  house.”  He  says  “When  the 
Government  made  the  inspection  I  had  a  right  to  rely  on  that  inspec¬ 
tion,”  and  pretty  largely  we  are  telling  these  veterans,  “If  anything 
happens  to  you,  if  your  wife  has  a  baby  and  you  have  expense  in 
connection  with  it,  the  United  States  Government  ought  to  take  care 
of  that  because  after  all,  you  are  the  ward  of  the  Government.” 

Senator  Case.  In  this  instance  the  Government  will  take  care  of 
itself.  You  can  break  those  veterans  and  the  Government  will  get 
the  land  back  and  the  Government  will  take  the  loss. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  find  no  fault  with  the  idea  of  trying  to  rectify  mis¬ 
takes  that  have  been  made  but  it  seems  this  bill  goes  beyond  that. 
This  bill  doesn’t  say  that  it  will  be  done  only  when  mistakes  are  made. 
This  says  if  he  lets  the  Jimson  weeds  grow  up  and  he  is  in  bad  shape, 
the  Government  can  relieve  him  of  his  indebtedness  and  let  him  go 
on  his  merry  way.  I  have  no  objection  to  correcting  these  mistakes. 
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I  don’t  want  to  blame  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  or  the  irrigation 
service  or  Reclamation  Service  or  Mr.  McLeaish,  I  am  not  trying 
to  say  somebody  is  to  blame  but  somebody  made  a  mistake,  we  all  do. 
The  number  of  mistakes  wasn’t  great,  apparently.  Let’s  rectify  the 
mistakes  we  made  but  let’s  don’t  open  the  door  wide  and  say  any  time 
you  want  to  walk  out  you  are  trading  with  the  Government,  so  it  is  not 
binding,  nothing  is  binding  when  you  deal  with  the  Government. 

Senator  Case.  May  I  call  your  attention  to  the  text  of  the  bill.  I 
did  not  write  the  bill.  The  bill  was  drafted  by  the  departments  and 
concurred  in  by  them  to  meet  this  problem,  but  the  bill  reads  that  the 
provisions  of  section  41  (g),  43  and  51  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  as  amended  are  hereby  extended  to  apply  on  the  obli¬ 
gations  of  settlers  on  projects  developed  under  the  act  of  August  11, 
1939. 

I  don’t  believe  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  that  you 
can  make  settlements  with  settlers  who  let  the  Jimson  weeds  grow  up, 
it  might  be  Creeping  Jenny  in  my  State,  but  whatever  it  might  be. 

I  think  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  act  provides  if  you  give 
them  benefit  of  those  provisions  there  has  to  be  good  faith.  We  are 
not  proposing  you  extend  any  situation  here  where  bad  faith  could 
be  recognized.  We  are  only  asking  that  sections  of  43,  41  (g)  and  53 
of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  be  applied.  If  they  can 
operate  in  bad  faith,  maybe  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act 
ought  to  be  amended. 

I  don’t  know  anything  about  that.  All  I  am  asking  is  that  these 
people  have  the  same,  that  the  agencies  have  the  same  authority  for 
making  adjustments  that  they  have  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act. 

Mr.  Poage.  Doesn’t  line  7  give  additional  powers: 

*  *  *  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  such  additional  adjustments  in  the 
terms  and  conditions  and  amounts  of  any  such  obligations  of  such  persons  or  in  the 
price  at  which  project  units  are  sold  to  settlers  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary 
to  permit  such  persons  to  acquire,  develop,  and  establish  successful  farming  opera¬ 
tions  on  their  farm  units  and  repay  such  adjusted  obligations. 

Isn’t  that  in  addition  to  what  the  Jones-Bankhead  Act  provides? 

Senator  Case.  I  would  like  to  have  you  ask  that  question  of  the 
representatives  of  the  Department.  My  answer  would  be  I  think 
that  was  probably  necessary  because  in  this  instance  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  might  not  cover  the  acquisition  of  lands  in 
the  same  manner  that  this  land  was  acquired,  the  price  at  which  such 
project  units  were  acquired  and  loans  made  for  the  purpose.  There  is 
a  difference  between  the  Government  owning  the  land  and  putting 
a  price  on  it  and  selling  it  and  in  making  a  loan  to  a  veteran  for  him  to 
go  out  or  any  settler  to  go  out  and  acquire  a  piece  of  land  that  is 
privately  owned. 

Mr.  Thompson.  Why  doesn’t  Bankhead-Jones  Act  apply  in  this 
case?  The  sale  was  not  originally  made  under  that  act. 

Senator  Case.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Thompson.  Under  what  act  was  it  made? 

Senator  Case.  The  land  was  acquired  and  the  whole  program  con¬ 
ceived  under  the  act  of  August  11,  1939.  Which  was  the  water  con¬ 
servation  and  utilization  act. 
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Mr.  Thompson.  What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  reconcile  this  with  what 
I  know  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  farm  ownership  in  our  part  of  the 
country.  In  that  case  there  is  inspection  made  by  a  committee  of 
farmers,  ranchers,  who  live  in  that  area  and  they  say  whether  the 
particular  tract  can  be  operated  profitably. 

There  isn’t  any  particular - 

Senator  Case.  Is  that  where  they  would  go  out  to  buy  a  farm  some 
private  individual  owns  and  the  question  is  whether  or  not  the 
Government  would  make  a  loan  to  the  prospective  buyer? 

Mr.  Thompson.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Case.  So  he  could  go  to  a  private  individual  and  buy  the 
land. 

Air.  Thompson.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Case.  The  Government  was  the  owner  of  the  land.  The 
Government  bought  this  block  of  land  for  this  project  in  this  relief 
program  back  in  the  thirties. 

Air.  Thompson.  And  a  subsequent  operation  of  the  Government 
rendered  the  land  if  not  untenable,  at  least  unprofitable;  is  that  right? 

Senator  Case.  Some  of  the  units,  a  few  of  the  units  weren’t  as 
good  as  they  thought  they  were  because  of  this  excessive  porosity  of 
the  soil  or  because  of  where  the  route  that  the  main  canal  had  to 
follow  to  get  away  from  the  dam,  to  get  away  from  the  river,  getting 
to  the  heavier  soil. 

One  place  the  main  canal  slipped  and  washed  away.  They  repaired 
that  by  putting  in  a  little  concrete  lining  there  to  get  across  this  sink 
area  but  the  farmer  below  there,  when  the  water  came  in,  he  also  had 
this  excessive  sandy  soil,  excessively  sandy  soil. 

Mr.  Thompson.  That  is  reflected  in  the  report? 

Senator  Case.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thompson.  I  was  trying  to  reconcile  it  with  my  own  knowledge 
of  the - 

Senator  Case.  The  difference  is  here  the  Government  owned  the 
land  and  these  private  individuals  owned  the  land  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  inspected  the  land  before  making  the  loan. 

Mr.  Thompson.  The  Government  doesn’t  inspect  it  when  it  is 
bought  in  our  part  of  the  country.  That  is  neither  here  nor  there. 
I  was  trying  to  bring  it  into  balance  with  my  experience  in  our  own 
part  of  the  country,  where  we  have  never  had  anything  of  this  kind. 
In  fact,  we  have  never  had  a  man  fail  to  pay  out. 

Senator  Case.  These  men  don’t  want  to  fail.  I  wish  this  com¬ 
mittee  could  see  the  faces  of  those  young  veteran  farmers  and  kids 
there  at  the  meeting.  They  were  a  select  group  of  people ;  they  were 
the  cream  of  a  crop  of  several  times  the  number  of  settlers  that  are 
there  who  applied  for  the  right  to  purchase  one  of  these  units  on 
the  general  representation  that  here  was  a  well-developed  project, 
that  you  can  come  and  settle  down  and  raise  a  family  after  the  war 
and  make  a  real  home,  and  in  a  few  cases  you  have  got  a  few  cases 
where  there  could  be  some  tragic  personal  suffering  and  if  that  happens 
they  throw  up,  you  break  them,  and  the  Government  gets  the  land 
back. 

Mr.  Thompson.  It  all  sums  up  to  the  fact  that  the  veterans  bought 
a  piece  of  property  that  was  not  as  they  had  been  led  to  believe. 

Senator  Case.  Yes.  I  wouldn’t  say  it  was  bad  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  Government. 
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Mr.  Thompson.  Call  it  a  mistake. 

Senator  Case.  An  error  in  judgment  or  classification  of  the  lands 
on  some  of  these  units. 

Mr.  Thompson.  I  can  certainly  understand  the  propriety  of  the 
Government  straightening  it  out. 

Mr.  Hagen.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Department  witness,  What  did 
the  Government  do  on  the  Matanuska  project  in  Alaska?  They  are 
in  similar  difficulty  there? 

Mr.  Smith.  No,  sir;  that  is  not  a  similar  situation  to  what  we  have 
here. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Were  those  farmers  able  to  pay  out  up  there? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir.  Those  loans  were  made  by  the  last  Alaska 
Corp. 

Mr.  Hagen.  There  was  no  forgiveness  of  debt? 

Mr.  Smith.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Hagen.  I  would  like  to  also  ask  in  connection  with  Govern¬ 
ment  investment. 

How  much  money  has  the  Government  invested  in  the  work  and 
leveling  the  land,  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  Smith.  You  mean  per  unit  or  in  the  total? 

Mr.  Hagen.  Total. 

Mr.  Smith.  We  do  not  have  those  figures  here  available. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Was  it  a  sizable  sum? 

Senator  Case.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith.  We  have  with  us  the  loan  figures  of  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  with  respect  to  individual  loans  that  we  have 
made  on  the  project,  but  we  do  not  have  with  us  the  figures  with 
respect  to  how  much  the  Government  has  invested  in  the  costs  of  the 
dam  or  in  the  land  leveling  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Mr.  Hagen.  The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is,  if  this  project  doesn’t 
work  and  is  a  failure,  as  might  well  be  if  there  is  a  substantial  number 
of  people  who  can’t  farm,  the  Government  will  lose  a  considerable 
amount  of  money. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Dominy  just  tells  me  the  expenditures  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  are  in  the  neighborhood  of  $14  million  for  the 
dam,  canals,  and  powerplant.  There  is  a  powerplant  in  the  dam  which 
is  a  1,500- watt  powerplant  and  the  power  revenues  from  that,  of  course, 
will  apply  to  a  part  of  the  cost,  but  if  these  farmers  aren’t  able  to  carry 
on  and  pay  through  the  40  or  50  years  they  will  be  paying  for  water 
charges,  the  Government  will  also  have  that  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  many  of  these  farmers  are  there,  not  that  are  in 
distress,  but  how  many  all  told? 

Mr.  Dominy.  A  little  over  12,000  acres  of  lands  to  be  developed 
for  irrigation  on  the  Angostura  project  and  I  estimate  there  would  be 
about  120  farm  units. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  many  million  dollars? 

Mr.  Dominy.  The  dam,  laterals,  canals,  drains,  and  power  plant 
will  run  a  little  over  $14  million. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  does  not  include  the  leveling? 

Senator  Case.  That  does  not  include  cost  either. 

Mr.  Poage.  Doesn’t  include  cost  of  land  or  leveling? 

Mr.  Dominy.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  The  dam  itself  is  part  of  the  Missouri  River  total 
program  and  I  do  not  know  the  cost  distribution.  This  now  is  not 
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set  up  as  an  individual  project.  Had  it  been  prosecuted  as  originally 
proposed,  the  work  of  the  WPA  that  would  have  been  applied  would 
not  have  been  reimbursable.  In  lieu  of  that  I  think  that  part  of  the 
cost  of  this  dam  is  assigned  to  its  flood-control  benefits  as  a  unit  in 
the  total  Missouri  River  system  and  some  credits  are  credited  to 
that  for  stopping  silt  that  would  go  into  the  main  dams  on  the  main 
stem  of  the  river. 

You  would  be  misleading  yourself  if  you  had  tried  to  take  the  cost 
of  the  dam  and  assign  it  to  the  farmers  on  the  project.  Some  ex¬ 
tends  to  silt  prevention  for  the  big  dams  farther  down,  some  extend 
to  flood  control,  part  will  be  repaid  by  the  powerplant. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  would  you  think  is  a  fair  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
the  lands  to  the  Government  up  to  the  present  time,  the  cost  of  the 
lands,  leveling,  putting  in  the  irrigation?  How  much  has  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  invested  in  the  land? 

Senator  Case.  I  don’t  know.  Out  of  the  120  units  a  great  many 
of  those  will  have  no  problem.  I  had  a  letter  from  one  man  there 
the  other  day,  the  sugar  beet  production  looks  as  if  it  would  be  ex¬ 
ceptionally  good  there.  I  think  the  growing  season  is  very  good. 
It  is  in  the  southern  part  of  South  Dakota. 

I  see  the  chairman  smile  a  little  bit  because  I  know  sugar  is  a 
problem. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  more  sugar  than  we  need. 

Senator  Case.  Sure.  After  all,  you  are  not  dealing  with  thousands 
of  people  here.  You  are  dealing  with  a  little  handful  of  people,  vet¬ 
erans,  that  the  Government  invited  to  come  in  and  said  here  is  a 
nice  project  with  some  rosy  prospects,  here  is  a  chance  for  you  to 
settle  down  and  make  a  home  after  the  war. 

Mr.  Poage.  Maybe  we  ought  to  require  the  Government  to  reg¬ 
ister  with  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  before  they  sell 
this  land.  Just  like  Canadian  mining  stock. 

Senator  Case.  I  hope  when  the  chairman  makes  one  of  his  too  in¬ 
frequent  visits  to  South  Dakota  that  he  will  visit  the  project  because 
he  will  see  some  of  the  finest  people  starting  some  of  the  nicest  little 
homes  and  he  will  be  impressed,  I  think,  by  the  probability  that 
given  time,  this  project  will  pay  out  and  that  the  Government  will 
not  be  the  loser,  provided  you  give  the  departmental  officials  enough 
discretion  to  handle  these  few  tight  fits  that  developed  in  the  project. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  don’t  want  to  give  the  impression  that  we  are  not 
interested  in  trying  to  work  out  something  for  those  individuals  who 
have  been  placed  in  an  unfortunate  position  as  a  result  of  govern¬ 
mental  action.  I  think  the  committee  does  want  to  do  something  on 
that.  We  are  concerned  that  we  don’t  just  open  the  door.  We  are 
very  much  obliged  to  you. 

Mr.  Lovre.  As  I  understand,  this  bill  does  not,  in  your  opinion, 
Senator  Case,  establish  any  precedent? 

Senator  Case.  No;  because  it  isn’t  intended  to  establish  any  prece¬ 
dents.  It  is  merely  to  give  to  these  settlers  where  the  Government 
was  the  seller  of  the  land  the  same  rights  that  you  give  where  the 
Government  merely  loans  money  for  them  to  buy  somebody  else’s 
land. 

Mr.  Lovre.  That  being  true,  would  the  objective  be  accomplished 
if  we  applied  the  price  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  to  the  Wheeler- 
Case  land  without  any  additions? 
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Senator  Case.  I  think  you  have  to  refer  that  question  to  the  people 
who  administer  that  act. 

Mr.  Smith.  Congressman,  to  do  a  proper  job  with  respect  to  these 
project  applicants,  we  would  need  the  language  in  this  proposed  bill 
that  has  to  do  with  adjustments  of  the  sale  price. 

Mr.  Lovre.  The  provisions  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  take  care  of  the  needs  of  the  Angostura  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  Smith.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Case.  That  seems  to  be  consistent  with  my  layman’s 
opinion  because  the  difference  exists  because  the  Government  was 
seller  of  the  land  and  not  merely  loaner  of  the  money  to  buy  the 
land. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  there  is  nothing  further,  thank  you  very  much, 
Senator. 

Senator  Case.  I  enjoy  always  coming  over  here  and  this  hearing 
this  morning  was  very  delightful.  I  appreciate  your  courtesy. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  Congressman  Berry  with  us,  and  we  would 
like  to  hear  from  him. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  E.  Y.  BERRY,  A  UNITED  STATES  REPRE¬ 
SENTATIVE  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  Berry.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  like  to  get  as  close  to  home  as  possible  and  would 
be  delighted  to  have  you  tell  us  about  it. 

Mr.  Berry.  Senator  Case  knows  a  great  deal  more  about  this 
project — having  lived  with  it  all  the  way  through  its  fairly  mature 
life — than  I  do,  having  just  come  into  the  picture  since  last  fall  when 
these  boys  got  into  trouble.  I  have  a  statement  here  from  Senator 
Mundt,  however,  that  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  placed 
into  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Poage.  Without  objection  it  will  be  included. 

(Senator  Mundt’s  prepared  statement  follows:) 

Statement  by  Senator  Karl  E.  Mundt  of  South  Dakota,  Before  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  July  27,  1955 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very  sincerely  the  fact  that  your  committee  is 
taking  time  during  these  final  busy  days  of  the  1st  session  of  the  84th  Congress  to 
take  testimony  in  connection  with  S.  1621. 

As  you  know,  this  legislation,  sponsored  in  the  Senate  by  my  colleague,  Senator 
Francis  Case,  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  compromise  and 
adjust  debts  of  settlers  on  water  conservation  and  utilization  projects  developed 
under  the  Wheeler-Case  Act.  As  such,  the  authority  contemplated  would  not 
be  setting  any  kind  of  precedent  since  similar  authority  is  already  being  exercised 
by  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  loans  for  land  purchase  or  improvements  under 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act. 

As  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  I  was 
pleased  that  this  legislation  cleared  our  committee  and  was  favorably  acted  upon 
by  the  Senate  as  a  whole.  Passage  of  S.  1621  is  important  to  the  pioneers  of  a 
new  farming  community  in  my  State  of  South  Dakota.  Members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  have  undoubtedly  had  an  opportunity  to  read  the  favorable  report  on  this 
legislation  rendered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

In  its  report  to  our  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  listed  three  conditions  facing  the  young  farmers,  many  of 
them  veterans,  on  the  Angostura  project  which  place  the  success  of  the  project  in 
real  jeopardy.  I  would  like  to  direct  your  attention  to  these  three  conditions: 
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(1)  Seepage  is  developing  from  irrigation  canals  and  the  application  of 
water  to  the  extent  that  the  irrigable  crop  acreage  on  some  farms  is  being 
reduced  to  the  point  that  a  family  cannot  be  reasonably  expected  to  succeed. 

(2)  Due  to  the  semiarid  nature  of  the  area  and  the  sandy  texture  of  much 
of  the  soil,  there  is  a  lack  of  humus  and  organic  matter.  Under  such  condi¬ 
tions,  some  farmers  cannot  obtain  profitable  yields  until  the  soil  has  been 
developed  with  fertilizers,  legumes,  green-manure  crops,  and  good  tillage 
operations.  The  removal  of  topsoil  in  land-leveling  operations  has  been  an 
additional  cause  of  low  crop  yields  for  the  first  years  of  occupancy.  For 
these  reasons,  many  settlers  have  lost  money  on  their  farming  operations 
during  the  first  years  of  their  occupancy  of  the  units  and  will  fail  unless 
afforded  further  opportunities  to  work  out  of  their  difficulties. 

(3)  Since  the  majority  of  these  settlers  are  young  veterans  with  limited 
resources,  the  problem  is  intensified  as  they  have  not  been  able  to  provide 
sufficient  funds  to  supplement  the  amounts  which  could  be  loaned  to  them 
under  existing  authorities  of  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  to  ade¬ 
quately  develop  their  farms.  They  also  have  been  unable  to  obtain  neces¬ 
sary  buildings,  particularly  livestock  shelter,  fences,  and,  in  some  instances, 
a  habitable  dwelling. 

The  conditions  to  which  the  Department  has  referred  have  impaired  the  original 
value  of  the  farm  units  located  on  Angostura  project.  There  is  a  good  chance 
the  investment  of  time,  money,  and  labor  contributed  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  by  these  young  farmers  can  be  saved  with  the  result  that  a  prosperous  agri¬ 
cultural  community  will  flourish  if  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration  is  given 
the  authority  contemplated  in  S.  1621  to  make  the  necessary  adjustments. 

I  hope  this  committee  will  act  favorably  on  S.  1621. 

Mr.  Berry.  These  kids  out  there  not  only  have  what  they  borrowed 
from  Uncle  Sam  to  build  these  homes,  but  they  have  their  own  money 
that  they  have  put  into  it.  They  have  2  or  3  years  of  trying  to 
scratch  up  enough  money  to  keep  their  families  while  they  have  been 
living  on  the  land.  They  have  that  investment  in  addition  to  what 
the  Federal  Government  has  in  this. 

As  Senator  Case  said,  some  of  these  men  that  got  some  of  the  land 
that  was  scraped  off  and  is  not  productive  a^e  just  having  a  hard  time. 
They  are  milking  a  half-dozen  cows,  doing  everything  they  can  to 
get  by. 

Here  is  one  of  the  kids  in  pretty  much  distress.  His  name  is 
H-a-g-e-l-m-a-n.  He  put  $12,000  of  his  own  money  into  this  farm 
when  he  went  out  there,  in  a  house  and  in  some  outbuildings,  and  the 
farm  has  proved  to  be  one  of  these  bad  ones.  The  kid  stands  to  lose 
not  only  what  McLeaish  and  this  program  has  loaned  to  him,  but  he 
is  going  to  lose  his  $12,000  and  his  3  or  4  years  of  dreary,  hard  work 
and  scraping. 

I  think  by  and  large  from  what  I  have  seen  of  these  kids  out  there 
they  have  done  a  good  job,  but  now  this  kid,  if  he  could  take  his 
buildings  and  exchange  it  for  one  of  the  other  plots,  one  of  the  other 
farms,  where  it  isn’t  soggy,  where  the  land  didn’t  go  sour  on  him,  if 
these  people  had  authority  to  do  that,  that  is  all  we  want  in  this  bill, 
give  them  a  chance  to  help  these  kids  get  established  on  a  piece  of  land 
that  is  productive. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  not  what  the  bill  says.  I  have  to  keep  coming 
back  as  I  did  with  Senator  Case.  You  are  talking  about  something 
that  I  think  most  everybody  can  go  along  and  agree  on.  This  bill 
doesn’t  say  anything  about  exchanging  land.  This  bill  says  you  will 
write  off  their  indebtedness  and  tell  them  you  owed  Uncle  Sam  so  and 
so,  but  you  don’t  owe  him  any  more.  That  is  what  this  bill  says. 

Mr.  Berry.  I  don’t  assume  these  men  sitting  before  you  have  done 
much  of  that  in  the  past.  They  are  pretty  fair  businessmen.  We  are 
authorizing  them  to  use  their  judgment. 
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You  can’t  write  a  law  that  says  you  can  loan  John  Jones  $12,000 
and  somebody  else  $4,000  because  all  we  are  doing  is  giving  these 
people  the  discretion. 

Mr.  Poage.  This  bill  doeJtt’t  say  anything  about  moving  a  man 
from  down  there  where  the  Government  has  made  a  mistake  up  to 
lands - 

Mr.  Berry.  Authorized  to  make  additional  adjustments  in  the 
terms  and  conditions. 

Mr.  Poage.  Terms  and  conditions  of  his  obligation. 

Mr.  Berry.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Poage.  His  obligation  isn’t  to  go  buy  some  more  land. 

Mr.  Berry.  No;  his  obligation  is  to  pay  for  that  piece  of  soggy  land 
he  can’t  make  a  living  on. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that.  That  is  what  you  give  the  people 
authority  to  do.  1  ask  Mr.  McLeaish  if  he  interprets  this  bill  to  give 
him  authority  to  take  the  man  in  the  swamp  and  deed  him  another 
piece  of  land  without  consideration. 

Mr.  Mcl  jEaish.  We  would  consider  that  within  the  authority  but 
he  owes  the  money  on  this  piece  of  land  here.  Unless  we  can  relieve 
him  of  that  obligation  on  this  piece  to  move  him  to  the  other,  if  he 
buys  the  other  piece  it  will  be  sold  to  him  at  the  price  it  should  be 
sold  at. 

Mr.  Poage.  Under  what  authority  will  you  sell  it  to  him? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  Under  this  authority  here.  In  other  words,  the 
Soil  Conservation  would  have  the  sale  of  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let’s  find  out  about  that  because  1  think  we  ought  to 
know  some  facts  about  this  thing.  I  think  everybody  is  assuming  a 
lot  and  nobody  is  giving  answers  about  that.  What  authority  do  you 
have  to  sell  the  rest  of  the  land? 

Mr.  Smith.  You  are  right.  This  bill  does  not  contain  specific 
language  authorizing  exchange  of  units  but  the  same  purpose  can  be 
accomplished  under  the  terms  of  this  bill  in  this  kind  of  manner.  We 
find  several  of  these  project  occupants  who  have  already  agreed  to 
certain  contracts,  stated  amounts  in  the  contracts,  to  pay  for  units 
that  they  have  purchased.  Now  if  this  bill  is  enacted  we  would  have 
authority  to  enter  into  an  arrangement  whereby  the  farmer  would 
deed  that  unit  back  to  the  Government  and  would  become  relieved  of 
liability  for  the  contract  purchase  price. 

Mr.  Poage.  Relieved  of  liability.  This  bill  doesn’t  give  you  any 
authority  to  pay  him  anything? 

Mr.  Smith.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  will  he  use  to  pay  for  the  new  land? 

Mr.  Smith.  The  Government  could  enter  into  a  contract  with  him 
to  buy  another  unit  on  the  project  at  a  sales  price,  at  a  price  that  he 
could  afford  to  pay  for  it  and  do  the  development  that  would  be 
necessary  to  put  it  into  operable  condition. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  Senator  told  us  about  a  boy  with  $12,000  of  his 
money  invested  in  a  waterfront  farm.  You  can  relieve  him  of  the 
indebtedness  he  owes  to  the  United  States  Government  but  you  can’t 
pay  him  back  the  $12,000? 

Mr.  Smith.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  can’t  sell  him  a  new  tract  of  land  for  nothing. 
What  authority  do  you  have  to  sell  him  a  new  tract  of  land? 
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Mr.  Smith.  If  this  bill  were  enacted  we  could  sell  another  unit  to 
this  farmer  at  a  price -  •tfoi 

Mr.  Poage.  I  am  asking  you  under  w“at  authority  could  you  sell  it. 

Mr.  Smith.  There  is  authority  to  in  the  Wheeler-Case  Act 
itself. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  the  Wheeler-Case  Act.  and  it  requires  you  to  charge 
him  enough  money  to  get  your  investment  back,  too.  Now,  if  you 
charge  him  enough  money  for  the  new  tract  to  get  the  investment  back 
where  will  he  get  the  money  to  pay  it? 

Mr.  Smith.  I  direct  your  attention  to  the  latter  part  of  this  particu¬ 
lar  proposed  bill  which  says  that  adjustments  can  be  made  in  the  sale 
price  of  units  and  under  that  language  we  would  have  authority  if  this 
bill  were  enacted  to - 

Mr.  Poage.  Adjustments  to  be  made  in  what  sales  price?  I 
understand  that  to  be  sales  price  of  the  land  you  have  already  sold 
him. 

Mr.  Smith.  Plus  that  to  be  sold. 

Mr.  Poage.  Point  out  the  line  that  involves  that. 

Mr.  Smith  (reading) : 
or  in  the  price  at  which  project  units  are  sold — 

Mr.  Poage.  What  line  is  that? 

Mr.  Smith.  Line  11  on  page  2. 

Mr.  Poage.  All  right. 

Mr.  Smith  (reading) : 

In  the  price  at  which  project  units  are  sold  to  settlers  as  may  be  reasonably 
necessary  to  permit  such  persons  to  acquire  development  and  establish  successful 
farming  operations  on  their  farm  units  and  repay  such  adjusted  obligations. 

We  interpret  that  language  to  convey  authority  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment — 

Mr.  Poage.  Did  a  lawyer  write  this  bill  or  did  somebody  just  send 
it  to  a  stenographer  and  ask  her  to  write  it? 

Mr.  Smith.  One  of  the  Department  attorneys  wrote  the  bill. 

Mr.  Poage.  Did  he  mean  to  say  that  that  is  authority  to  sell  lands? 
I  think  it  is  clear  that  is  merely  authority  to  adjust  the  price  on  land 
you  have  already  sold.  Now  I  realize  that  lawyers  can  always  argue 
about  things,  but  if  they  are  going  to  correct  these  things,  why  don’t 
we  try  to  write  language  so  we  won’t  have  another  lawsuit  and  be 
before  Congress  next  year?  You  know  if  you  try  to  sell  that  land 
under  this  authority  you  will  be  right  back  up  here  next  year. 

Mr.  Smith.  We  don’t  think  so,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  you  will.  I  don’t  think  you  can  pass  title  to 
the  land  under  this.  I  don’t  think  the  General  Accounting  Office - 

Mr.  Smith.  The  authority  to  pass  title  is  vested  under  the  terms 
of  the  Case-Wheeler  Act. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  understand  that  and  the  Case-Wheeler  Act  in  express 
words  requires  you  to  charge  enough  to  get  back  the  Government’s 
investment. 

I  don’t  understand  that  this  amends  those  provisions.  It  doesn’t 
purport  to  be  an  amendment  to  those  provisions.  It  purports  to  be 
something  else.  I  don’t  think  you  can  amend  the  Case-Wheeler  Act 
by  this  kind  of  a  vague  reference.  This  thing  is  a  matter  of  passing 
title.  This  is  the  thing  that  goes  in  your  abstract.  This  is  the  thing 
that  carries  the  title  from  one  owner  to  another.  I  don’t  know  that 
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title  can  ever  pass  on  that  kind  of  a  vague  wish.  Let’s  write  it 
plainly.  I  know  this  thing  passed  the  Senate  and  nobody  paid  any 
attention  to  it,  they  never  do,  but  this  committee  has  some  responsi¬ 
bility  here.  We  are  perfectly  willing  to  try  to  write  you  a  bill  that 
will  do  the  things  you  say  you  want  done,  but  let’s  put  it  in  language 
that  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Smith.  We  think  this  language  is  sufficient  to  give  the  Depart¬ 
ment  authority - 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  you  a  lawyer? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  you  are  willing  to  sign  a  title  opinion,  if  you  were 
practicing  law,  you  are  willing  to  sign  an  opinion  that  this  passes  title? 

Mr.  Smith.  I  think  this  vests  with  the  Department  the  authority 
we  need  to  handle  the  thing. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  if  there  is  any  other  area 
in  the  United  States  outside  of  South  Dakota  where  this  law  would  be 
applicable. 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir;  there  is. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Where? 

Mr.  Smith.  There  are  some  units  in  Colorado,  Idaho,  Montana, 
Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  Wyoming.  The  Farmers’  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  now  servicing  contracts  totaling  $2,276,430  growing  out  of 
the  sales  of  units  in  Wlieeler-Case  projects. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Do  you  have  the  same  drainage  and  seepage 
situation  in  these  areas? 

Mr.  Smith.  No,  sir;  we  do  not.  That  is  my  understanding,  that 
the  same  problem  does  not  exist  with  respect  to  seepage. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  would  like  to  get  some  specific  information  on 
the  other  places.  From  the  way  we  have  the  evidence  before  us  now 
it  would  seem  as  though  this  bill  largely  applies  to  a  few  tracts  in 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Smith.  The  South  Dakota  project  was  used  as  an  example 
because  it  does  have  the  seepage  problem.  It  also  has  the  problem  of 
the  sales  price  of  the  units  versus  the  cost  of  further  development  on 
the  units  and  that  also  is  a  problem  on  some  of  the  other  projects. 

Mr.  Andresen.  This  is  coming  up  in  the  last  minute  here.  I 
haven’t  had  the  opportunity  to  study  the  evidence  submitted  to  the 
Senate  committee  and  I  think  we  ought  to  have  some  specific  illustra¬ 
tions  from  each  area  showing  the  number  of  people  involved  in  each 
area.  Can  you  furnish  that  information  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir;  we  can  furnish  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  Congressman  Berry  has  been  interrupted. 

Mr.  Berry.  I  yield  to  the  gentlemen  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  anything  further. 

Mr.  Berry.  I  don’t  think  I  have  anything  further.  I  am  very 
anxious  that  something  be  done  on  this  if  possible  at  this  session.  The 
longer  we  wait  the  colder  those  kids  will  get  this  winter. 

Mr.  Poage.  Why  didn’t  it  come  to  us  earlier  in  the  session? 

Mr.  Berry.  You  will  notice  that  the  bill  was  only  introduced  a 
short  time  ago  because,  we  have  been  trying  to  work  this  thing  out. 
As  Senator  Case  said,  he  made  a  trip  out  there,  I  thought  it  was  in 
April,  but  possibly  it  was  in  March.  I  think  probably  these  gentle¬ 
men  have  been  in  my  office  and  Senator  Case’s  office  a  dozen  times. 
We  thought  we  could  work  this  out  administratively.  It  couldn’t  be 
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done.  We  have  come  here  asking  for  this  amendment  so  that  we 
could  take  care  of  them. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  you  to  know  we  understand  that  problem  and 
we  appreciate  your  trying  to  do  it  before  coming  in,  but  I  am  sure  you 
understand  the  problem  that  confronts  us  here  in  the  last  days  of  the 
session  trying  to  pass  on  a  thing  upon  which  there  is  obviously  so  little 
information. 

We  want  to  know  how  much  the  land  costs,  how  many  people  and 
how  many  projects  where  they  are,  why  they  are  in  the  shape  they 
are  in.  We  have  been  given  information  about  your  project  but  I 
think  the  Department  will  admit  they  are  not  giving  us  information 
about  these  other  projects  and  we  have  no  idea  where  we  are  going. 
W7e  are  reaching  put  in  the  dark.  We  see  these  4  or  5  people  in  South 
Dakota  but  don’t  know  what  sort  of  precipice  we  are  going  to  step 
over  in  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  Berry.  I  would  say  the  whole  thing  is  a  bungled  up  thing, 
started  under  W  PA,  shifted  over  to  something  else  and  then  something 
else  and  we  have  it  in  our  laps. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  have  it  in  the  same  shape  we  have  had  it  from  the 
very  beginning.  If  it  was  bungled  in  the  beginning,  it  is  still  bungled, 
is  a  bungled  mess  right  now. 

We  don’t  like  to  put  our  approval  on  that  sort  of  thing  and  send 
it  out. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Mr.  Berry,  you  made  reference  to  the  fact  that  this 
bill  was  introduced  April  1,  and  I  note  it  was  reported  in  the  Senate  on 
July  20,  1950.  It  was  pending  in  the  Senate  committee  for  over  3 
months.  Were  any  hearings  held  in  the  Senate? 

Mr.  Berry.  I  can’t  tell  you.  I  assume  there  were  hearings  on  it. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  don’t  know  whether  the  assumption  is  warranted 
because,  as  the  chairman  says,  the  Senate  passes  out  bills  without 
much  provocation.  I  am  wondering  if  there  is  a  record  of  hearings  in 
the  Senate  that  might  be  available. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  don’t  know,  sir.  We  did  not  appear  before  the 
Senate  committee.  I  don’t  know  it  they  had  a  meeting. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Mr.  McLeaish,  did  you  appear  before  the  Senate 
committee? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Lovre.  Off  the  record. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  many  people  will  you  foreclose  between  now  and 
January? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  As  far  as  production  money,  Mr.  York  made  a 
close  study  ot  it,  some  of  these  people  have  borrowed  about  all  they 
can  borrow  from  the  standpoint  of  production.  There  is  imminent 
danger  for  some  of  them  at  present. 

Air.  A  ork.  That  is  right.  I  believe  17  or  18  of  these  settlers  have 
already  borrowed  over  $7,000  for  operating  credit  and  our  limit  is 
$10,000.  If  those  folks  do  not  have  a  good  year  this  year,  they  will 
be  in  trouble  before  another  year  roll  aroimds.  Another  tiling  I 
would  like  for  you  to  consider  is  as  far  as  the  January  proposition  is 
concerned,  that  if  a  man  doesn  t  make  a  go  of  it,  doesn’t  see  he  is 
going  to  get  some  relief,  as  Congressman  Berry  pointed  out,  they 
without  our  foreclosing  some  of  these  will  become  discouraged  and 
leave  at  the  end  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Hagen.  The  chairman  placed  great  emphasis  on  some  kind  of 
trading  transaction  but  actually  isn’t  it  reasonable  to  assume  that  this 
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fellow  getting  seepage  on  his  land,  if  he  was  permitted  to  reduce  his 
debt  obligation  or  otherwise  become  eligible  to  borrow  money  from 
some  source,  isn’t  it  reasonable  to  assume  he  could  correct  part  of 
that  seepage  condition  himself,  rather  than  moving  off  the  land  and 
acquiring  another  parcel? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  I  come  from  an  irrigated  area  and  seepage  can  be 
corrected  but  in  our  area  in  Texas  it  takes  a  long  period  of  years  to 
correct  the  damage  of  seepage.  It  requires  underground  drainage 
usually  to  carry  off  that  water  and  keep  carrying  it  off. 

Mr.  Hagen.  What  actually  do  you  contemplate  for  these  few 
farms,  that  efforts  will  be  made  to  correct  these  conditions  or  that  they 
will  move  off?  What  action  do  you  contemplate? 

Mr.  McL  eaish.  I  think  that  in  some  of  the  cases  where  the  seepage 
damage  isn’t  too  great,  they  could  put  in  underground  drainage  or 
correct  seepage  by  drainage  of  some  sort  and  save  part  of  the  land. 

In  other  cases  the  man  will  probably  have  to  move  away  from  the 
land  entirely,  move  on  to  another  piece  of  land. 

Mr.  Hagen.  What  would  be  done  in  the  majority  of  cases  of  this 
type?  You  don’t  contemplate  a  mass  exodus  to  other  pieces  of  land? 

Mr.  McLeaish.  The  seepage  problem  applies  to  only  3  or  4.  There 
are  17  or  18  where  the  land  value  probably  arises.  In  other  words, 
the  land  cost  plus  the  cost  of  improving  the  property  is  in  excess  of 
what  we  could  afford  to  lend  them. 

Mr.  Hagen.  In  other  words,  if  you  could  give  him  a  cheaper  farm¬ 
ing  operation,  he  could  make  a  go  of  it. 

Mr.  McLeaish.  Right. 

Mr.  Poage.  Any  further  questions? 

Mr.  I  jOVRE.  Could  Mr.  Dominy  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  shed 
any  light  on  this? 

Mr.  Poage.  It  seems  we  will  have  to  shed  all  this  light  in  January 
anyhow  and  we  have  two  more  bills. 

STATEMENT  OF  FLOYD  E.  DOMINY,  CHIEF  OF  THE  DIVISION 
OF  IRRIGATION,  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

Mr.  Dominy.  Floyd  E.  Dominy,  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Irrigation, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

There  are  16  WCU  projects  that  were  built  under  this  special  act 
in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  All  but  two  of  those  have  been  developed  and  settled, 
most  of  them  immediately  prior  to  the  war  years,  a  few  immediately 
after  the  war  years.  The  two  that  are  still  in  settlement  and  develop¬ 
ment  are  the  Angostura  project  in  South  Dakota  and  the  Eden  project 
in  Wyoming. 

Mr.  Poage.  Then  this  plea  that  these  are  veterans  applies  only  to 
these  two  projects? 

Mr.  Dominy.  There  are  veteran  settlers  on  a  good  many  of  the 
projects,  but  to  a  100  percent  degree  on  the  new  lands  only  on  the 
Eden  and  Angostura. 

In  other  words,  there  are  a  lot  of  World  War  veterans  who  have 
farms  on  the  other  projects.  A  number  of  them  like  the  Mirage  Flats. 

Mr.  Poage.  Now,  how  did  the  other  World  War  I  veterans  get 
there? 

Mr.  Dominy.  By  application  and  purchase. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Under  the  Jones-Bankhead  Act  you  have  got  to  have 
these  fellows  screened  by  a  local  committee  and  down  in  my  country 
they  turn  down  any  old  man  who  applies.  I  have  seen  them  turn 
down  a  lot  of  fellows  who  were  not  as  old  as  I  am.  They  say  they  have 
to  have  a  young  family  on  these  farms.  Those  World  War  I  veterans 
weren’t  young  back  in  1940. 

Mr.  Dominy.  The  point  I  want  to  make  is  for  all  practical  purposes 
the  application  of  this  bill  is  limited  pretty  largely  to  the  12,000  acres 
on  the  Angostura  project  and  the  number  spoken  of  here  today  and 
the  Eden  project,  which  is  just  now  getting  to  the  stage  where  the 
farms  will  be  made  available  to  the  new  settlers. 

The  Eden  project  will  be  between  17,000  and  20,000  acres  of  which 
9,000  is  already  settled  by  men  who  have  been  there  for  years.  The 
Eden  project  took  the  old  9,000  acres  and  expanded  it  to  a  maximum 
i  j0’?00  acres<  There  wil1  be  between  6,000  and  7,000  acres  of  new 
land  that  Agriculture  controls,  some  of  it  is  public  land,  but  by  special 
acts  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  put  that  into  the  control  of 
Agriculture  for  settlement  purposes. 

There  may  be  some  of  those  where  they  will  need  this  authority  in 
working  it  out.  I  believe  it  will  not  be  used  except  maybe  in  a 'few 
very  rare  instances  in  the  other  WCU  projects  because  as  far  as  I 
know  those  are  settled  and  are  being  satisfactorily  farmed. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let’s  find  out  this:  Why  aren’t  they  settling  this 
.South  Dakota  project  now?  There  is  still  about  one-third  of  the 
land,  I  understand,  that  has  not  been  settled. 

Air  Dominy.  The  only  land  that  remains  to  be  settled  is  across 
the  Cheyenne  River  served  by  a  siphon.  Last  spring  when  the  siphon 
was  first,  completed  and  water  was  first  delivered  to  the  north  side 
i  i  e ,  ybeyenne  River  through  the  siphon  a  leak  developed.  The 
bank  shifted  and  the  concrete  siphon  shifted  with  it  and  it  took  just 
enough  time  to  repair  that  so  it  was  not  possible  to  make  deliveries 
of  water  on  the  north  side  of  the  Cheyenne  River  during  the  past 
irrigation  season.  That  was  repaired  and  water  is  being  delivered 
there  this  year  on  a  test  run  basis.  We  did  not  believe,  nor  did 
Agriculture,  that  they  ought  to  put  farmers  out  there  until  we  were 
certain  that  the  siphon  would  hold. 

It  has  been  repaired  in  such  manner  that  the  engineers  believe  anv 
further  shifting  will  not  disrupt  the  siphon. 

Mr.  Poage.  Then  we  can’t,  do  just  what  Senator  Case  suggested 
moving  these  people  back  from  the  river  back  on  higher  land? 

Mr  Dominy.  There  is  good  land  on  the  north  side  of  the  river 
seized  b\  this  siphon  that,  will  be  available  for  settlement  we  believe 
by  this  fall.  ’  ’ 

Mr  Poage.  Those  fellows  may  be  reluctant  to  move  to  the  north 
side  of  the  river  after  having  had  one  sad  experience  and  having  doubt 
about  whether  that  siphon  will  work. 

Mr  Dominy.  I  don’t  believe  we  should  overemphasize  the  need 
for  relocation.  I  think  Mr.  McLeaish  has  testified  there  is  probably 
not  over  2  or  3  that  may  fall  in  that  categorv.  The  others  need 
financial  relief  in  terms  of  reducing  indebtedness. 

Mr.  Poage.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Does  any  one  else  want  to  be  heard  on  this  bill? 

If  not,  we  thank  all  the  witnesses  who  have  been  heard  on  this  hill. 
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House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

[S.  2098,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  Public  Law  83,  Eighty-third  Congress 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  Smith-Lever  Act  as  amended  (7  U.  S.  C. 
141  and  the  following,  supp.  1),  is  further  amended  as  follows.  _ 

(a)  By  adding  a  new  section,  following  section  7,  to  read  as 

ooL  '  s  tu  order  to  further  the  purposes  of  section  2  in  agricultural  areas 
which  because  of  special  circumstances  affecting  such  areas,  are  at  a  disadvantage 

in  substitution  for,  appropriations,  otherwise  available  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Ry  renumbering  section  8  to  read  section  y. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  17  (legislative  day,  June  14),  1955. 

Attest:  Felton  M.  Johnston, 

Secretary. 


EXTENSION 


[S.  Rept.  No.  558,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

SERVICE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  LOW-INCOME 
FARMERS’  PROGRAM 


‘heTriKte^  requesting  enactment  of  S.  2098 

is  attached  hereto  as  a  part  of  this  report. 
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Departmental  Views 


The  President  of 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  May  24,  1955. 

the  Senate, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  President:  There  is  transmitted  herewith  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Congress  a  draft  of  proposed  legislation.  It  is  proposed  that  the  Smith-Lever 
Act  be  amended  to  make  it  possible  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  through  the 
State  extension  ser  ices,  to  give  special  aid  to  farmers  in  agricultural  areas  which 
are  at  a  disadvantage  with  respect  to  agricultural  development  because  of  special 
circumstances  affecting  such  areas.  The  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended  by  the 
act  of  June  26,  1953  (Public  Law  83,  83d  Cong.),  would  be  further  amended  by 
this  proposal  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  funds  for  additional  cooperative 
extension  work  in  such  areas.  This  would  be  done  by  inserting  a  new  section  8 
containing  necessary  provisions  for  this  work,  and  renumbering  the  present 
section  8  to  section  9.  The  allocation  to  the  States  of  funds  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  proposed  new  section  would  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
on  the  basis  of  special  needs  in  the  areas  described  in  the  new  section.  This  new 
section  would  not  recpiire  that  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  it  be  matched  by  the 
States. 

The  report,  Development  of  Agriculture’s  Human  Resources,  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  transmitted  to  the  Congress  for  its  study,  states  that  educational  pro¬ 
grams  in  low  income  farm  areas  must  differ  from  those  in  other  areas.  Special 
methods  and  techniques  are  needed  to  effectively  reach  the  objectives  outlined  in 
the  report.  In  many  cases,  community-wide  interest  and  effort  is  needed.  Thus, 
an  extension  program  is  proposed  which  will  develop  a  coordinated  program  in 
cooperation  with  others  concerned  for  the  improvement  of  the  opportunities 
afforded  an  important  part  of  the  Nation’s  human  resources  which  now  are  con¬ 
tributing  far  less  than  they  can  to  the  economic  progress  of  the  Nation.  The 
Extension  Service,  as  a  result  of  many  years  experience  in  planning  and  conducting 
educational  programs  in  cooperation  with  local  groups  and  other  agencies,  is  well 
qualified  to  assist  in  the  further  development  of  these  agricultural  areas. 

This  Department  recommends  that  the  proposed  legislation  be  passed. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  T.  Benson,  Secretary. 


Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  reported,  are  shown  as  follows 
(existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is 
printed  in  italic,  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

“Smith-Lever  Act  of  May  8,  1914,  as  Amended 

s|c  nfc 

“Sec.  8.  In  order  to  f  urther  the  purposes  of  section  2  in  agricultural  areas  which, 
because  of  special  circumstances  affecting  such  areas,  are  at  a  disadvantage  insofar  as 
agricultural  development  is  concerned,  and  to  encourage  complementary  development 
essential  to  the  welfare  of  such  areas,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  the  Congress  from  time  to  time  shall  determine  to  be  necessary  for  payments 
to  the  States,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico  on  the  basis  of  special  needs  in  such 
areas  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance 
of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  substitution  for,  appropriations 
otherwise  available  under  this  Act. 

“Sec.  ms.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to  make  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.” 

Mr.  Poage.  I  believe  Mr.  Scruben  is  here  to  testify  on  that  bill. 
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STATEMENT  OF  L.  M.  SCRUBEN,  ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATOR, 

FEDERAL  EXTENSION  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE 

Mr.  Scruben.  It  was  the  Department’s  understanding  that  the 
committee  felt  that  S.  2098  was  not  definitive  enough  in  its  statement 
of  purpose  and  operation.  In  an  attempt  to  be  more  specific,  both 
as  to  the  conditions  under  which  moneys  would  be  expended  and 
criteria  under  which  the  money  would  be  expended,  the  Department 
at  the  request  of  the  committee  prepared  this  draft  of  a  possible 
substitute  of  S.  2098. 

In  this  draft  we  have  specified  the  conditions  under  which  moneys 
would  be  appropriated,  we  have  specified  the  conditions  under  which 
the  work  would  be  performed. 

Two  limitations  were  placed  in  the  proposed  legislation,  one  that 
no  more  than  10  percent  of  any  moneys  appropriated  under  section 
8,  which  this  proposed  bill  provides,  would  go  to  any  one  State,  and 
no  more  than  10  percent  of  such  funds  as  appropriated  under  section 
3  of  the  Smith-Leiber  Act  would  be  appropriated  under  provisions  of 
section  8. 

Those  are  essentially  the  further  expansion  and  the  attempt  to 
clarify  the  provisions  of  the  original  amendment  that  was  submitted 
and  the  original  amendment  as  passed  by  S.  2098.  We  hope  that  the 
amendment,  proposed  amendment,  or  proposed  substitution  is  satis¬ 
factory  and  that  the  legislation  can  go  forward. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Did  you  appear  before  the  Senate  committee  on 
behalf  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Scruben.  We  did  not. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Do  you  know  whether  there  were  any  hearings  held 
on  S.  2098  in  the  Senate? 

Mr.  Scruben.  To  my  knowledge  there  were  not. 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  any  witness  here  know  whether  the  Senate  held 
any  hearings?  Nobody  in  the  room  knows  whether  the  Senate  held 
hearings  on  this  bill,  either. 

Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  the  information. 
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TUESDAY,  JULY  12,  1955 


House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley  (chairman) 

presiding.  .  .  ,  .  , 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  be  m  order. 

Mr.  Ferguson,  I  understand  it  will  be  necessary  for  you  to  leave 
early.  We  will  take  up  S.  2098,  and  will  be  very  glad  to  hear  you  now. 

STATEMENT  OF  CLARENCE  M.  FERGUSON,  ADMINISTRATOR, 
FEDERAL  EXTENSION  SERVICE,  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE 


Mr.  Ferguson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 

C°The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  further  amend  the  Smith-Lever 
Act  to  permit  the  appropriation  and  authorization  of  funds  to  areas 
which  are  what  we  would  term  “disadvantaged  areas,”  the  low-income 


I  think  you  recall  that  the  original  Smith-Lever  Act  as  amended  in 
1953  sets  forth  a  pattern  of  allocation  of  funds  on.  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion:  4  percent  of  the  funds  are  set  aside  for  special  purposes  and  the 
remaining  96  percent  is  divided  half  on  the  basis  of  rural  population 
and  half  on  the  basis  of  farm  population. 

The  purpose  of  this  proposed  legislation  is  to  amend  the  act  to  permit 
the  Congress  to  appropriate,  and  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  conduct  special  work  in  these  areas.  These  folks  are  at  some  dis¬ 
advantage  or  what  we  sometimes  call  the  low-income  areas. 

The  present  act  does  not  permit  us  to  place  funds  at  ihe  disposal  ol 
these  particular  States  and  counties  because  of  the  limitation  of  the 
formula  pattern.  We  feel  that  if  this  act  could  be  amended  m  this 
fashion  that  it  would  permit  us  to  develop  a  program  that  we  feel  is 
rather  badly  needed  in  these  area  where  incomes  are  low,  where  folks 
are  at  some  disadvantage  financially,  and  where  there  is  rather  serious 
need  which  is  not  adequately  being  met  at  the  present  time. 

Of  course  it  is  not  intended  that  this  should  be  entirely  a  new 
extension  program.  It  is  believed  that  this  program  should  also 
include  the  extension  of  credit  in  other  services,  but  in  order  for  the 
Extension  Service  to  carry  out  its  part  of  the  program,  which  we 
have  for  these  people,  it  would  be  necessary  for  us  to  have  some  change 
in  the  legislation  if  we  are  to  provide  additional  help  in  these  particular 
areas. 
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We  have  a  feeling  that  a  great  deal  can  be  accomplished  in  these 
areas  to  develop  assistance  to  some  of  these  individual  families,  and 
also  in  the  development  of  a  community  or  communitywide  program. 
We  leel  that  these  folks  can  contribute  a  great  deal  more  than  they 
are  currently  contributing  to  the  general  economy  of  the  Nation.  We 
leel  that  there  is  a  need  for  some  greater  opportunity  for  these  folks 
in  the  community  and,  while  we  do  not  believe  that  all  of  these  folks 
will  stay  m  these  communities,  we  feel  that  opportunities  need  to  be 
made  lor  them  to  expand  their  economic  status  by  finding  some  occu¬ 
pation  probably  beyond  agriculture,  but  for  those  who  st.av  in  a°ri- 
culture,  to  help  them  develop  a  sounder  economic  unit"  for  that 
particular  family. 

That,  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  general  gist  of  this  verv  brief 
amendment  which  is  proposed  to  the  Smith-Lever  Act. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  try  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  or  the 
members  of  the  committee  may  have. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Air.  Ferguson.  I  would 
like  to  ask  you  a  question  or  two  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  that  the  allocations  now  being  made 
to  the  States  and  counties  would  continue  and  there  would  be  reallo¬ 
cation  within  the  State  and  the  particular  communities? 

Air  Ferguson.  The  present  money  appropriated  under  the  present 
act,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  appropriated  according  to  the  present 
lormula.  this  particular  amendment  would  permit  the  Congress  at 
its  discretion,  to  appropriate  special  funds  for  disadvantaged  areas. 

priated?  HAIRMAN’  ^  addltlon  to  funds  tbat  are  now  being  appro- 
Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  this  would  not  in  any  way  interfere 
with  the  normal  operations  of  the  money  that  is  now  available  and 
W0Yrd  not  upset  any  of  the  programs  at  the  State  level. 

Mr.  I  erguson.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  authorize  the  Congress  to  appropriate 
money  in  addition  to  that?  F 

Air.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  allocate  those 
tunds  to  any  particular  community  where  he  deemed  the  need  was 
greater: 

Air.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  What  do  you  contemplate  doing  in  these  areas 
which  you  say  are  disadvantaged,  insofar  as  agricultural  development 
is  concerned  Would  it  be  added  supervision  in  the  production  or 
harvesting  of  crops,  or  just  what  is  contemplated? 

Air.  Ferguson.  We  had  one  session  with  all  of  the  States.  I  think 
you  are  familiar  with  the  report  recently  published  by  the  Department 
the  development  of  agricultural  human  resources.  We  have  had  one 
session  with  the  State  directors  of  extension  to  explore  just  what  the 
opportunities  and  possibilities  are  that  might  be  done.  As  we  see  this 
situation,  of  course,  it  is  varied  from  State  to  State  and  from  situation 
to  situation.  For  instance,  in  that  meeting  it  became  quite  apparent 
that  the  problem  for  instance,  in  northern  Minnesota  and  northern 
Michigan,  and  the  northern  Minnesota  situation  is  quite  different 
than  that  we  find  in  the  southern  Appalachian  area.  So  each  of  the 
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States  is  going  to  have  to  look  at  it  pretty  largely  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  particular  problem  that  exists  in  that  area. 

However  in  general  we  feel  that  the  development  of  a  good  sound 
community-development  program,  where  the  family  of  the  com¬ 
munities  would  be  banded  together  to  help  them  work  out  a  solution 
in  that  particular  county,  some  of  it  would  involve  probably  the 
intensification  of  agriculture  of  that  community ;  some  of  it  may  involve 
a  careful  study  of  what  is  now  being  done  in  the  community  agricul¬ 
tural  area,  and  a  study  possibly  of  switching  from  whatever  the  current 
production  is  into  some  other  type  of  production;  some  ot  it  may 
involve  the  problem  of  some  of  these  small  units  being  combined  it 
adequate  employment  can  be  found  for  some  of  the  families,  either 
through  the  introduction  of  industry  into  that  community,  or  possibly 
of  these  folks  finding  employment  somewhere  else. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  speaking  of  human  resources  and  the 
proposal  now  is  to  improve  the  social  and  economic  standards  of  the 
people  who  are  in  these  areas,  where  they  are  disadvantaged  through 
agricultural  development. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes.  ,  .  ,  ,  . , 

The  Chairman.  Is  it  contemplated  that  you  will  furnish  only  aid 
and  assistance  to  landlords  who  are  on  an  uneconomic  unit,  or  is  the 
program  comprehensive  enough  to  deal  with  the  human  resources 

element  of  the  low  income  tenant  families? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  It  would  be  broad  enough,  Mr.  Chan-man,  to 
influence  the  total  community. 

The  Chairman.  I  beg  your  pardon?  .  i 

Mr.  Ferguson.  It  would  be  broad  enough  to  influence  the  total 

^tJSchLrman.  You  find  in  some  communities,  for  instance  in 
mv  State,  some  prosperous  farmers,  farmers  who  are  on  a  self-sustain¬ 
ing  unit,  and  you  will  find  adjacent  to  that  a  farmer  who  does  not 
have  enough  land  to  sustain  himself  adequately. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  right.  .  r 

The  Chairman.  Right  next  to  them  you  will  find  a  tenant,  probably 
living  on  land  where  there  is  absentee  ownership  of  the  land,  where 
the  landlord  is  not  available  to  furnish  assistance,  and  yet  at  tbe 
same  time  they  are  just  as  human  as  some  of  these  small  homeowners. 

Mr  Ferguson.  I  would  put  it  this  way,  that  while  the  primary 
effort  will  be  toward  helping  the  low-mcome  families,  m  the  area  some 
of  that  help  is  going  to  have  to  come  indirectly  through  landloids  and 

0tSorSI1wc)uldCOsay  tha/ while  the  direct  assistance  would  doubtless 
come  directly  to  the  low-income  families,  that  indirectly  it  would 
have  to  have  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  the  landlords  and  of 

111  The 'c ii a irman.0 oT course  you  would  have  to  have  that  coopera¬ 
tion  but  I  know  that  in  the  early  days  we  had  the  home  demonstra¬ 
tion work,  and  the  county  agents  and  the  home  demonstration  agents 
often  dealt  with  the  better-off  farmers. 

Mr  Ferguson.  That  is  right.  .  , . 

The  Chairman.  And  apparently  they  did  not  pay  much  attention 

to  the  low-income  group. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 
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The  Chairman.  And  that  brought  into  creation  the  Farm  Security 
Administration,  and  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration.  We  found 
that  the  Farm  Security  Administration  was  undertaking  to  give  too 
much  supervision  to  the  people,  and  we  created  the  Farmers’  Home 
Administration  and  that  seems  to  be  doing  a  good  job  for  the  people 
with  whom  they  are  dealing. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Hie  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  one  of  the  agencies  that  has  been 
very  tree  from  criticism. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  In  the  section  of  the  country  I  came  from  there 
are  a  great  many  tenants  who  actually  receive  no  assistance  in  anv- 
way  or  any  advice  of  any  kind. 

All .  Ferguson.  I  think  the  Extension  has  been  criticized  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  probably  justly  so,  for  spending  a  high  percentage  of 
its  time  with,  the  better-to-do,  more-progressive  farmers. 

That  comes  about  this  way,  that  those  folks  press  the  county 
agent  and  press  the  home  agents  to  assist  them  and  it  is  only  natural 
for  them  when  you  have  limited  resources,  that  the  resources  tend 
to  go  m  the  direction  from  which  the  pressure  comes. 

This  will  be  an  attempt  to  avoid  some  of  that  tendency,  and  put 
some  people  in  that  particular  work  to  work  with  people  who  are  not 
getting  their  assistance. 

The  Chairman.  The  county  agent  works  with  certain  definite 
groups  usually,  the  same  way  with  the  home  demonstration  agent 
Air.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  neither  one  of  them  does  very 
much  for  the  poor  farmer;  the  Farm  Security  Administration  and  the 
I  armers  Home  Administration  look  after  their  own  clients,  the  people 
to  whom  they  lend  money. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  And  then  you  have  another  group  of  tenants. 

Air.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

TheCHAiRMAN.  Who  are  receiving  no  assistance;  I  know  that  be¬ 
cause  I  know  we  have  areas  where  I  do  not  know  of  any  county  agent 
or  home  demonstration  agent  ever  visiting  anyone  of  them.  And  yet 
they  are  the  human  beings  that  you  are  talking  about  right  now 
Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

help116  ^HAIRMAN>  t^at  is  the  grouP  I  would  like  to  see  somebody 
Mr.  Ferguson,  I  hat  is  exactly  the  group  to  which  this  program  is 

Q1T6CIGQ . 

The  Chairman.  All  right.  I  am  very  happy  to  see  it,  because  I 
know  there  are  tenants,  and  there  are  landlords  probably  who  are 
doing  all  they  can  for  them;  but  often  the  landlord  is  not  available  to 
be  of  any  assistance  to  them. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Andresen? 

Air.  Andresen.  Mr.  Ferguson,  you  mentioned  northern  Minnesota. 
Wfiat  do  you  propose  to  do  in  northern  Minnesota  to  help  these  folks? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Mr.  Andresen,  I  had  a  visit  with  the  director  of 
extension  of  the  northern  tier  of  counties  of  Minnesota,  and  he  told 
me  there  were  some  17  counties  in  the  area  in  northern  Minnesota 
which  has  a  good  many  families  in  that  area;  he  did  not,  at  the  time 
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I  visited  with  him,  talk  with  me,  because  the  program  had  not  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  point  where  he  knew  the  kind  of  program  that  would 
he  developed  in  the  State,  but  the  area  which  he  discussed,  and  which 
showed  a  need  for  some  development,  covered  about  17  counties  in 
northern  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  would  like  to  have  some  idea  of  what  you  pro¬ 
pose  to  do  up  there;  what  they  propose  to  do,  to  find  out  whether 
the  program  means  more  production  of  basic  agricultural  commodities, 
and  of  commodities  of  which  we  have  a  surplus  now. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Well,  in  discussing  it  with  Mr.  Rutherford  just 
recently,  I  think  one  of  the  things  he  sees  quite  an  opportunity  for 
up  there  is  in  the  field  of  farm  forestry.  I  think  he  feels  definitely 
that,  there,  is  an  opportunity  there  for  the  development  of  forestry 
to  a  considerable  degree  in  that  territory. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Of  course  that  is  being  developed  now  through 
the  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  And  also  through  the  State  agency  there? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Through  the  development  of  the  forests  and  the 
farm  crops  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  So  it  would  possibly  involve  a  duplication  of 
effort? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No;  it  would  not  be  a  duplication  of  effort;  there 
should  not  be.  I  should  say  that  if  they  decide  up  in  that  area  to 
have  a  program — and  they  would  have  to  make  the  decision,  Mr. 
Andresen,  because  I  am  not  familiar  enough  with  the  area  I  have 
visited  to  express  an  opinion  as  to  what  would  be  done  in  that  area - 

The  Chairman.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Andresen.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  You  speak  of  areas.  You  might  find  an  area  where 
90  percent  of  the  farmers  are  prosperous  and  do  not  need  this  assistance 
in  any  way  but  in  approximately  the  same  area  you  find  people  who 
are  not  doing  so  well.  You  are  not  going  to  confine  it  to  areas  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  minority,  where  the  majority  in  the  area  are  not  in 
distress  and  leave  out  those  areas,  are  you? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Eventually  we  would  hope  that  a  program  of 
this  kind  might  be  developed  generally  because  we  hope  it  will  develop 
opportunities  in  all  of  these  areas  and  I  have  just  mentioned  the 
low-income  areas. 

The  Chairman.  You  do  not  mean  just  certain  areas?  Where  do 
you  find  low-income  areas,  up  in  northern  Minnesota  or  southern 
Minnesota?  southern  Mississippi?  There  are  low-income  people  in 
just  about  all  areas. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  There  are  low-income  people  in  all  areas  of  the 
country. 

The  Chairman.  I  mean,  there  may  be  more  in  certain  areas  than 
others. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Is  it  the  purpose  of  this  proposal  to  take  care  of 
the  low-income  people? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  The  purpose  of  this  proposal  is  to  give  more 
assistance  to  those  folks  who  are  economically  disadvantaged  because, 
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as  I  think  Mr.  Cooley  has  pointed  out  to  you,  there  has  been  a 
tendency  in  some  of  the  assistance  programs  to  work  with  the  more 
prosperous  groups,  because  the  pressures  come  from  those  families 
for  assistance. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Would  this  be  in  the  nature  of  a  point-4  program 
for  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  do  not  know  that  I  could  make  that  comparison, 
Mr.  Andresen. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  assume  that  it  would  teach  people  to  do  things 
that  they  do  not  know  how  to  do  now. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  think  the  program  has  to  have  many  facets  to  it, 
not  only  will  it  help  people  to  do  a  better  job  with  their  land  facilities 
and  their  natural  resources  which  they  have  to  work  with  but  also  we 
feel  that  there  is  need  for  very  close  cooperation  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  developing  a  general  edu¬ 
cation  program  to  help  those  folks,  too,  and  provide  opportunities  for 
them  which  will  permit  them  to  move  into  other  areas  or  into  other 
occupations. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

The  Chairman.  Any  further  questions? 

Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  notice  you  made  reference  to  northern  Minnesota 
and  northern  Michigan  but  not  to  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes.  If  I  omitted  Wisconsin,  I  intended  to  add 
Wisconsin. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Dixon? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Last  year  our  State  agricultural  college  received  about 
$35,000  additional  money  with  the  instruction  that  we  should  em¬ 
ploy  more  county  agents  and  assistant  county  agents  and  that  these 
men  should  be  expert  in  farm  management,  that  they  shold  go  to 
these  low-income  farms  and  the  farms  that  were  in  uneconomical 
units  and  figure  out  what  part  of  their  activity  paid  and  what  part  of 
their  activity  they  were  losing  on,  and  try  to  develop  with  the  farmer 
a  plan  that  would  help  him  to  become  self-supporting  and  operate  his 
farm  at  a  profit. 

Is  this  act  designed  to  do  that  same  thing  to  a  greater  extent? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  To  a  greater  extent.  I  think  that  the  method  has 
been  emphasized  last  year  and  will  be  further  emphasized  and  can 
be  further  emphasized  under  this  act,  Mr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Dixon.  There  is  no  direct  aid  in  connection  with  it? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  To  the  farmer  himself?  No  direct  financial  aid  at  all? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  wish  to  commend  it;  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  finest 
ideas  that  I  have  ever  seen  to  help  the  low-income  farmers.  I  saw  it 
work  last  year  and  it  proved  to  be  a  good  thing. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Mr.  Ferguson,  would  there  be  an  attempt  made  to 
make  sure  that  each  State  had  some  part  of  these  funds;  that  is,  is 
the  criteria  as  to  low-income  areas  flexible  enough  so  that  each  State 
would  have  some  part  of  these  funds  proportionately,  perhaps,  rather 
than  let  the  program  be  set  up  and  become  concentrated  perhaps  on 
a  regional  basis? 
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Mr.  Ferguson.  No;  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  set  up  on  a  regional 
basis.  I  think  that  every  State  would  have  an  opportunity  to  look 
at  the  situation  and  make  the  decision  for  itself. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hagen? 

Mr.  Hagen.  Mr.  Ferguson,  as  I  understand  it,  this  is  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  program  for  the  small  farmer,  and  I  am  just  wondering  about 
it.  The  New  Deal  struggled  with  the  so-called  marginal  farmers  for 
years — and  they  had  some  programs  which  were  valuable,  which 
possibly  suffered  from  lack  of  sufficient  appropriation,  and  we  still 
have  the  problems.  There  are  not  as  many  problems,  perhaps,  with 
sharecroppers  and  as  to  the  number  of  tenants,  and  we  have  had 
improvements  made  since  the  late  thirties,  up  to  date. 

What  kind  of  a  new  approach  is  this,  if  it  is  a  new  approach,  or 
what  kind  of  a  bold  approach  is  it  to  this  kind  of  a  problem?  As  I 
say,  this  is  the  administration’s  program  for  the  small  farmer.  Is  this 
not  a  kind  of  wishy-washy  way  to  go  about  that  problem? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  would  say  that  this  particular  phase  of  it, 
Mr.  Hagen — the  total  program,  of  course,  envisions  very  close  coopera¬ 
tion  with  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  with  Labor  and  with 
Commerce,  with  the  idea  that  in  areas  where  it  is  possible  indus¬ 
try  will  be  encouraged  to  move  in  and  provide,  for  many  of  these 
families,  some  part-time  employment.  The  part  that  the  Exten¬ 
sion  Service  will  play  in  this  will  be  particularly  for  those  families 
who  are  remaining  on  that  land  to  help  them  to  do  the  best  possible 
job  they  can  to  develop  an  economic  unit,  with  further  opportunities 
to  develop  such  things  as  4-H  Clubs  and  activities  of  that  kind,  and 
to  give  some  of  the  families  an  opportunity  to  explore  the  possibility 
at  feast  of  other  occupations. 

Mr.  H  agen.  In  other  words,  to  get  off  the  farm? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  right;  I  think  some  of  them  may  want  to 
do  that;  they  are  actually,  if  you  take  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  in  the 
high  income  and  low  income,  both;  only  about  50  percent  of  the 
youngsters  who  are  now  on  the  farm  are  going  to  stay  on  the  farm. 
And  in  the  low-income  areas — I  do  not  know  just  what  that  figure  is, 
but  I  understand  it  is  somewhat  higher,  for  those  who  are  leaving  the 
farm.  And  I  think  we  also  have  to  say  that  with  these  people  from 
these  communities  have  come  some  very  fine  leadership,  some  very 
excellent  leadership  has  grown  out  of  these  communities.  That,  I 
think,  should  be  encouraged. 

Mr.  Hagen.  For  example,  what  are  you  going  to  say  to  a  tenant 
who  is  farming  20  acres  of  cotton,  or  some  other  crop,  and  he  gives 
the  landlord  a  percentage  of  the  crop,  and  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
practice  is  everywhere,  but  sometimes  it  may  be  a  third  or  a  half, 
and  the  landlord  probably  directs  what  he  grows  on  that  land.  What 
kind  of  advice  are  you  going  to  give  him? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  think  if  I  were  assigned  to  that  particular  situa¬ 
tion,  as  a  county  Extension  worker,  the  first  thing  I  would  want  to 
do  with  that  particular  family  or  group  of  families  is  to  find  out  from 
them  just  what  kind  of  a  situation  they  want  to  find  themselves  in 
in  the  future,  whether  they  want  to  go  along  with  that  kind  of  an 
economy  or  whether  they  want  to  do  something  else  from  that. 
Then  I  think  we  would  have  to  sit  down  and  work  with  them  on  what 
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could  be  done.  It  may  mean  more  land;  and  if  it  means  more  land, 
it  may  mean  displacing  somebody  and  that  somebody  is  going  to 
have  to  find  a  profitable  occupation  someplace  else. 

If  it  does  not  mean  more  land,  it  may  mean  a  change  in  the  type 
of  crop  produced.  For  instance,  I  have  recently  run  across  an  example 
in  one  county  where  they  introduced  the  growth  and  production  of 
strawberries  in  the  county.  And  they  have  done  very  well  in  boosting 
the  income  of  that  county  through  the  development  of  a  new  crop,  and 
a  new  source  of  income  which  had  not  been  provided,  and  a  new  crop 
that  had  not  been  provided  in  that  community. 

I  think  there  are  opportunities  of  that  kind  that  would  have  to  be 
worked  out  on  the  ground  with  the  folks  in  the  community,  and  in 
relation  to  the  markets  that  are  there  currently,  and  the  potential 
markets  that  could  be  developed. 

Mr.  Hagen.  However,  you  do  not  think  that  is  the  complete 
answer  to  the  problem  of  those  farmers?  You  do  not  have  some 
definite  recommendation  or  program  that  you  would  want  to  present? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Oh,  definitely. 

Mr.  Hagen.  For  those  who  are  on  the  land? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Oh,  definitely.  If  he  is  going  to  stay  there  and  he 
has  a  credit  problem,  then  it  would  be  a  matter  of  working  out  his 
own  management  program  on  that  farm.  And  it  seems  to  me  that 
we  ought  to  be  able  to  help  him  to  see  what  his  credit  needs  and  where 
he  can  get  the  credit  and  the  kind  of  credit  that  he  needs  and  that 
sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Hagen.  I  think  we  also  might  very  well  consider — -if  you  are 
going  to  encourage  this  man  to  seek  industrial  employment — the 
alternative  to  abandoning  the  farm  as  part-time  employment,  I  think 
there  is  something  else  that  we  should  be  concerned  with  and  that  is 
the  question  of  the  minimum  wage  he  receives. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Hagen.  Because  that  contributes  materially  to  his  economic 
level. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Hagen.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Ferguson,  is  it  contemplated  that  the  States 
and  counties  will  contribute  to  this  particular  activity  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  same  fashion  as  this  program  is  now  carried  on? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Definitely  it  is,  Mr.  Cooley.  This  particular  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  act  would  not  require  matching  of  funds. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  not  require  them? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  It  would  not  require  matching  of  funds,  for  this 
reason,  that  many  of  these  counties  and  communities  have  difficulties, 
you  see,  because  of  the  relatively  low  tax  base. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  the  point.  You  say  it  will  not  require 
matching  funds? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  It  would  not. 

The  Chairman.  Is  it  contemplated  that  in  some  counties  they 
might,  with  funds  made  available  under  this  authority,  that  they 
might  employ  Extension  workers  to  work  with  these  local  communities? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  the  intention,  yes. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Lovre. 

Mr.  Lovre.  Mr.  Ferguson,  as  I  understand  it,  the  main  objective 
of  this  amendment  is  to  more  or  less  provide  counsel  and  advice  to 
the  individual  farmers,  is  it  not? 


S.  2  098 — EXTENSION  SERVICE  APPROPRIATIONS 


39 


Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lovre.  And  coordinate  the  various  programs  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  operating  now? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Lovre.  And  undoubtedly  it  will  be  some  time  before  you  can 
have  definite  programs  set  up;  those  are  the  things  that  will  have  to 
be  developed  later? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  think  it  will  take  some  time  and  any  attempt 
now  would  simply  be  a  guess.  What  we  are  proposing  here  is  a 
study  to  try,  in  about  50  counties,  to  see  what  we  can  do,  what  would 
be  good  for  them,  what  we  can  accomplish,  and  how  the  program 
will  work  out. 

Mr.  Lovre.  In  other  words,  about  50  pilot  plant  operations? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes.  Take  counties  where  we  can  develop  the 
idea  and  see  how  it  works  out. 

Mr.  Lovre.  And  those  counties  will  be  spread  throughout  the 
country? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lovre.  And  in  various  types  of  agriculture? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Lovre.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  King? 

Mr.  King.  Mr.  Ferguson,  in  what  way  does  this  enlarged  authority 
add  to  the  authority  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  now  has? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  The  only  thing  it  does,  Mr.  King,  is  to  amend 
the  act  to  permit  Congress  to  appropriate  funds  outside  the  formula. 
The  present  Extension  funds  are  all  allocated  to  States  on  a  formula 
basis.  This  would  permit  the  Congress,  from  time  to  time,  as  it  saw 
fit,  to  appropriate  funds  outside  the  formula,  for  this  particular 
purpose,  to  assist  low  income  families. 

Mr.  King.  This  assistance  would  be  in  the  form  of  instruction; 
you  are  not  contemplating  funds  that  would  be  paid  out  in  cash  to  the 
farmers? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No;  not  through  Extension. 

Mr.  King.  It  is  not  a  relief  program? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No.  The  Extension  phase  about  which  we  are 
concerned  here,  and  about  which  this  legislation  specifically  deals, 
will  bear  only  on  the  educational  phase.  I  think  you  will  find  that  the 
Farmers’  Home  Administration  and  the  Soil  Conservation  and  other 
services  are  expected  to  expand  their  efforts  in  these  same  areas. 
That  will  be  a  collateral  effort;  it  will  be  a  joint  effort  on  the  part  of 
the  various  agencies  concerned. 

Mr.  King.  Does  this  just  expand  the  Extension  work  or  is  this 
setting  up  another  agency? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  This  just  expands  the  Extension  work. 

Mr.  Ring.  Expands  it? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  King.  Why  not  just  expand  the  Extension  program? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  The  Extension  Service,  the  present  law,  allocates 
the  funds  on  a  formula  basis  and  the  money  does  not  meet  the  needs 
in  these  areas  which  have  a  high  percentage  of  low-income  families. 

Mr.  Dixon.  And  it  requires  matching  now? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  And  it  requires  matching;  yes.  And  in  many  of 
these  cases  the  counties  do  not  have  adequate  tax  base. 
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The  Chairman.  Inadequate  wliat? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Tax  base,  local  tax  base. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Laird? 

Mr.  Laird.  Are  there  Extension  workers  available  now  to  fill  these 
jobs? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes.  We  have  not  had  much  trouble  in  securing 
Extension  agents  to  fill  the  jobs. 

Mr.  Laird.  Have  you  selected  any  of  the  demonstration  counties? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No. 

Mr.  Laird.  Have  you  asked  for  recommendations  from  the  State 
directors? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  No.  We  have  had  a  meeting  with  the  State 
directors  in  anticipation  of  this  program  and  they  are,  at  the  present 
time,  developing  committees  and  working  with  the  various  States  to 
see  what  they  will  come  up  with.  The  selection  of  the  counties  and 
the  final  analysis  of  what  the  program  must  be,  of  course,  must  be  at 
the  State  and  county  level. 

Mr.  Laird.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Matthews. 

Mr.  M  atthews.  Mr.  Ferguson,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  serving  for 
about  7  years — 7  years  assisting  the  4-H  Club  program  in  Florida — 
and  naturally  I  am  in  favor  of  everything  that  the  Extension  is  doing. 
This  sounds  like  a  very  fine  program  and  I  want  to  emphasize  1  or  2 
things  that  have  been  pointed  out.  ' 

One  of  the  problems  which  }rou  have  now,  because  of  the  matching 
formula  under  the  present  act,  is  that  you  cannot  go  into  these  little 
low-income  areas  and  give  them  that  special  type  of  service  which 
they  need. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Not  to  the  extent  we  believe  they  are  needed;  no. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Then  actually  the  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to 
permit  you,  as  has  been  indicated,  to  expand  your  service? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  And  get  into  these  areas  that  need  help  at  the 
present  time  which  you  feel  you  have  not  been  able  to  help? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes.  We  feel  that  there  are  many  areas  that  need 
special  help  that  we  are  not  able  to  give  them  at  the  present  time, 
under  this  formula. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Now,  Mr.  Ferguson,  I  was  particularly  interested 
in  your  comment  that  some  of  this  increased  activity  would  reflect 
itself  in  the  4-H  Club  work  and  I  know  you  are  familiar  with  this, 
but  I  could  tell  you  a  very  wonderful  story  of  how  that  one  organiza¬ 
tion  has  raised  the  standard  of  the  agricultural  people  in  my  area  to 
an  almost  unbelievable  extent.  I  think  the  program  of  youth  training, 
which  has  always  been  so  good,  also  needs  to  be  expanded,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  is  one  of  the  fine  fields  where  additional  work  needs  to  be  done. 

Mr.  F  ERGUSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  And  I  am  very  much  pleased  with  it.  . 

Mr.  Ferguson.  I  am  sure  that  that  is  very  important,  Mr. 
Matthews,  because,  after  all,  I  guess  where  we  will  do  our  most  good 
is  with  the  generation  that  is  growing  up. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  know  you  will  have  some  systematic  way  of 
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getting  these  pilot  counties.  I  imagine — and  I  read  the  President’s 
report  with  regard  to  these  low-income  areas — — 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  And  possibly  you  would  go  into  those  areas  to 
select  your  counties? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  After  proper  consultation  with  the  State  officials? 

Mr.  Ferguson.  With  the  State  people;  yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Ferguson. 

We  have  several  other  bills  for  consideration  and  we  will  have  to 
move  along. 

Mr.  Ferguson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(Whereupon  the  committee  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of  other 
business.) 


' 
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WEDNESDAY  JULY  27,  1955 

House  op  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

[S.  1757,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946”,  approved  August  14, 1946 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1622  (h))  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  “Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision 
of  any  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the 
possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identifications  with 
respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices 
for  making  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act,  or 
falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memorandum, 
mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in, 
or  be  a  party  to,  such  violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counter¬ 
feiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  or  his  representative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to 
be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false,  altered,  forged,  or  counter¬ 
feited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner 
make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  any  United  States 
standard  or  inspection,  grading,  or  certification  service  issued  or  authorized  under 
this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year, 
or  both.”. 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause  contained  in  various  appropriation 
Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of 
the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492)  are  hereby  repealed. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  17  (legislative  day,  June  14),  1955. 

Attest: 

Felton  M.  Johnston, 

Secretary. 


[S.  Rept.  No.  562,  84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

INSPECTION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES— PENALTIES 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  1757)  to  amend  the  act  known  as  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946, 
approved  August  14,  1946,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a 
recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  amendments. 

This  bill,  which  was  introduced  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
would:  (1)  remove  any  question  which  may  have  resulted  from  a  change  in 
appropriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of  penalties  for  forgery  of  inspection 
certificates  covering  agricultural  commodities,  and  (2)  expand  and  tighten  pro¬ 
visions  for  such  penalties. 

Section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Comodities  Act  (7  U.  S.  C.  499n 
(b))  now  provides  penalties  for  forgery  of  inspection  certificates  issued  under  that 
act,  the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  491-497),  “or  any  Act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture.”  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  appropriation  acts  for  1954  and  preceding  years  contained  appropria- 
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tions  “for  investigating  and  certifying,  in  one  or  more  jurisdictions,  to  shippers  and 
other  interested  parties  the  class,  quality,  and  condition  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  food  product,  whether  raw  or  processed,  and  any  product  containing 
an  agricultural  commodity  or  derivative  thereof  when  offered  for  interstate 
shipment  or  when  received  at  such  important  central  markets  as  the  Secretary 
may  from  time  to  time  designate,  or  at  points  which  may  be  conveniently  reached 
therefrom  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe,  including  the 
collection  of  such  fees  as  are  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may  cover  the  cost  of 
the  service  rendered.” 

This  language  was  omitted  from  the  1955  and  1956  acts  since  authority  for 
such  inspection  is  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  and 
other  laws.  The  1955  appropriation  act  provided  simply  for  carrying  on  “service 
to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture  as 
authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith.” 

This  change  in  appropriation  language  raises  the  question  as  to  whether  inspec¬ 
tion  certificates  issued  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  are  issued 
under  an  “Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture”  and 
so  covered  by  the  penalty  provisions  of  section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable  Agri¬ 
cultural  Commodities  Act  (which  is  the  only  act  providing  penalties  for  forgery 
of  such  inspection  certificates  issued  under  the  Department’s  authority).  Prac¬ 
tically  all  inspections  now  carried  on  under  the  Department’s  authority,  except 
those  for  cotton,  tobacco,  naval  stores,  and  commodities  covered  by  the  United 
States  Grain  Standards  Act,  are  carried  on  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946.  Those  for  fresh  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables  could  be  carried 
on  under  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact 
are  carried  on  under  the  1946  act.  S.  1757  by  inserting  a  penalty  provision  in 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  covering  inspection  certificates  issued 
under  that  act  would  remove  any  doubt  as  to  the  penalty  for  forging  such  cer¬ 
tificates.  It  would  also  tend  to  reduce  the  confusion  which  has  existed  heretofore 
as  a  result  of  prosecutions  being  brought  under  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Act  for  forgery  of  inspection  certificates  for  commodities  not  subject 
to  that  act. 

The  penalty  provision  which  would  be  added  to  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  by  S.  1757  is  more  inclusive  and  stricter  than  the  penalty  provision  of 
the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  in  the  following  respects: 

(1)  It  covers  violations  of  such  regulations  as  may  be  issued  to  govern  the  use 
of  inspection  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  and  devices.  This  authority 
might  be  used  to  cover  such  things  as  possession  of  grade  stamps,  destruction  or 
preservation  of  certificates,  and  use  or  reuse  of  marked  bags.  One  matter  that  it 
is  intended  to  cover  is  the  use  of  the  letters  “U.  S.  D.  A.”  and  grade  designations 
on  meat. 

(2)  It  is  applicable  to  memoranda,  marks,  identifications,  and  devices,  as  well 
as  inspection  certificates.  Thus  forgery  of  grade  stamps  would  be  covered. 

(3)  It  covers  the  use,  as  well  as  publication  or  utterance,  of  false  material. 
Thus  a  retailer  who  knowingly  used  false  certificates  uttered  by  his  supplier 
would  be  covered. 

(4)  It  omits  the  requirement  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities 
Act  that  the  act  be  done  “for  a  fraudulent  purpose.”  Proof  of  this  element  has 
created  some  problems  in  the  past. 

(5)  As  introduced,  it  covers  false  or  deceptive  representations  in  connection 
with  any  United  States  standard  or  service  issued  or  authorized  under  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  Insofar  as  this  provision  is  applicable  to  inspec¬ 
tion  services,  it  would  prevent  false  advertising,  false  labeling  of  display  counters, 
and  similar  practices,  and  your  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  proper  purpose. 
Insofar  as  it  applies  to  other  services  authorized  under  the  act,  it  might  cover 
deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  marketing  or  cost  studies,  market 
information,  or  any  service  designed  to  facilitate  the  marketing,  distribution, 
processing,  and  utilization  of  agricultural  products  through  commercial  channels. 
Your  committee  feels  that  this  would  go  beyond  the  intended  scope  of  the  bill  and 
recommends  that  this  provision  be  limited  to  standards  and  inspection  services. 

(6)  It  provides  for  a  maximum  fine  of  $1,000  instead  of  $500.  Violations  would 
continue  to  be  misdemeanors  under  18  United  States  Code  1  since  the  maximum 
term  of  imprisonment  would  be  1  year. 

Any  rules  issued  under  the  proposed  provision  would  be  required  by  section  3 
of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1002)  to  be  published  in  the 
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Federal  Register.  Section  4  of  that  act  provides  for  advance  notice  and  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  interested  persons  to  submit  views  before  such  rules  may  become 
effective. 

The  committee  amendments  would  (1)  make  it  clear  that  possession  of  true 
certificates,  etc.  contrary  to  the  Secretary’s  regulations,  or  possession  of  false 
certificates,  etc.  without  notifying  the  Secretary,  would  be  covered  by  the  bill; 
(2)  limit  the  bill  to  wrongdoing  in  connection  with  inspection,  grading,  and  certifi¬ 
cation  services;  and  (3)  repeal  the  farm  produce  inspection  clause  and  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Produce  Agency  Act  which  provide  for  the  inspection  of  agricultural 
commodities.  The  provisions  to  be  repealed  duplicate  in  part  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  and  are  no  longer  used  or 
needed. 

The  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  requesting  this  legislation  is 
attached. 

Departmental  Views 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  April  13,  1955. 

The  Vice  President, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Vice  President:  There  is  transmitted  herewith  for  consideration 
by  the  Congress  proposed  legislation  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946.  The  amendment  provides  additional  safeguards  against  forgery  or  alter¬ 
ation  of  inspection  certificates,  unauthorized  use  of  official  grade  marks  or  desig¬ 
nations,  and  false  or  deceptive  reference  to  United  States  grade  standards  or 
services. 

Under  existing  legislation  a  provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodi¬ 
ties  Act  of  1930  provides  for  a  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  for  forgery,  altera¬ 
tion,  or  other  misuse  of  inspection  certificates  issued  under  that  act  or  under  any 
act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (7  U.  S.  C.  499n  (b)). 
This  is  the  only  statute  protc  cting  the  integrity  of  such  certificates  issued  by  the 
Department  or  by  Federal-State  permissive  inspection  or  grading  services  for 
meat,  dairy,  poultry,  fruits,  vegetables,  and  related  products.  In  the  fiscal  year 
1954  and  prior  years  the  annual  agricultural  appropriation  acts  authorized  the 
inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  and  the  issuance  of  appropriate 
certificates  therefor.  Similar  authority  for  such  inspection  and  grading  services 
was  also  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  In  the  interest  of 
simplifying  the  appropriation  language  by  eliminating  therefrom  language  for 
which  there  was  adequate  authority  in  other  acts,  the  1955  appropriation  no 
longer  refers  to  the  issuance  of  certificates  for  inspection  and  grading  services. 
Such  certificates  are  issued  under  authority  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  which  does  not  contain  a  penalty  provision  such  as  that  in  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act.  To  clarify  this  matter,  particularly  since  a 
criminal  penalty  is  involved,  and  to  assure  continuation  of  this  protection  for  all 
inspection  certificates,  this  proposed  legislation  is  needed.  It  is  desirable  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  rather  than  the  Perishable  Agricultural 
Commodities  Act  since  the  basic  provisions  of  the  latter  act  are  applicable  only 
to  fresh  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables,  while  this  safeguard  for  official  certificates 
applies  to  all  commodities. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  statute  be  further  amended  to  prohibit  the  unauthorized 
use  of  official  grade  marks  or  designations  and  the  making  of  false  or  deceptive 
references  to  United  States  grade  standards  or  inspection  services.  Inspection 
or  grading  for  quality  by  the  USDA  is  an  integral  part  of  the  marketing  function 
for  many  of  these  important  agricultural  products.  False,  deceptive,  or  un¬ 
authorized  marks  or  claims  concerning  the  United  States  grades  or  the  Govern¬ 
ment  inspection  relating  thereto  are  detrimental  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
producer,  distributors,  and  consumers.  At  present  the  Department  has  no 
direct  protection  for  itself  or  for  the  public  against  such  practices. 

The  amendment  includes  the  imposition  of  a  fine  not  to  exceed  SI, 000  for 
violation  of  the  act.  This  is  consistent  with  provisions  of  other  laws  under  which 
the  inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  are  authorized. 

Additional  funds,  if  any,  required  for  the  administration  of  the  act  by  reason 
of  the  enactment  of  this  statute  would  be  small  and  would  depend  on  the  regula¬ 
tions  issued  governing  the  use  of  official  grade  marks. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  program  of 
the  President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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Changes  In  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX,  of  the  Standing  Rules  of  the 
Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  reported,  are  shown  as  follows 
(existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is 
prmted  in  italic,  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Section  203  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 

“(h)  To  inspect,  certify,  and  identify  the  class,  quality,  quantity,  and  condition 
of  agricultural  products  when  shipped  or  received  in  interstate  commerce,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe,  including 
assessment  and  collection  of  such  fees  as  will  be  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may 
be  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  service  rendered,  to  the  end  that  agricultural  products 
may  be  marketed  to  the  best  advantage,  that  trading  may  be  facilitated,  and  that 
consumers  may  be  able  to  obtain  the  quality  product  which  they  desire,  except 
that  no  person  shall  be  required  to  use  the  service  authorized  by  this  subsection. 
Any  official  certificate  issued  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall  be  re¬ 
ceded  by  all  officers  and  all  courts  of  the  United  States  as  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein  contained.  Whoever  shall  violate  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  any  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the 
possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identifications  with 
respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices  for 
making  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act,  or  falsely 
make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 
identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party 
to,  such  violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever 
knowingly  shall  possess  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or 
his  representative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used 
as  true  any  such  false,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 
identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation 
m  connection  with  any  United  States  standard  or  inspection,  grading,  or  certification 
service  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1  000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.” 

Farm  Produce  Inspection  Clause  Contained  in  1954  and  Preceding 
Appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414) 

“§  414.  Investigation  and  certification  of  condition,  etc.,  of  any  agricultural  com¬ 
modity  or  food  product  offered  for  interstate  shipment 

[Investigations  and  certifications  are  authorized,  in  one  or  more  jurisdictions 
to  shippers  and  other  interested  parties  the  class,  quality,  and  condition  of  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  food  product,  whether  raw  or  processed,  and  any 
product  containing  an  agricultural  commodity  or  derivative  thereof  when  offered 
for  interstate  shipment  or  when  received  at  such  important  central  markets  as 
the  secretary  may  from  time  to  time  designate,  or  at  points  which  may  be  con- 
vemently  reached  therefrom  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe 
including  the  collection  of  such  fees  as  are  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may  cover 
the  cost  of  the  service  rendered.]” 

Second,  Third,  and  Fourth  Sentences  of  Section  1  of  the  Produce  Agency 

Act  of  March  3,  1927 

“[The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  by  regulation  provide  for  the  making  of 
prompt  investigations  and  the  issuing  of  certificates  as  to  the  quality  and  condition 
of  produce  received  in  interstate  commerce  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon 
application  of  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  shipping,  receiving, 
or  financially  interested  in,  such  produce.  Such  regulations  shall  designate  the 
classes  of  persons  qualified  and  authorized  to  make  such  investigations  and  issue 
Slic  .£.cer^^ca^es?  except  that  any  such  investigation  shall  be  made  and  any  such 
certificate  shall  be  issued  by  at  least  two  disinterested  persons  in  any  case  where 
such  investigation  is  not  made  by  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  or  of  any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  or  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  A  certificate  made  in  compliance  with  such  regulations  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  in  all  Federal  courts  of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein 
contained  as  to  the  quality  and  condition  of  the  produce;  but  if  any  such  certificate 
is  put  in  evidence  by  any  party,  in  any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  the  opposite 
party  shall  be  permitted  to  cross-examine  any  person  signing  such  certificate, 
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called  as  a  witness  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  as  to  his  qualifications  and 
authority  and  as  to  the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  such  certificate.!” 

Comparison  of  the  language  of  section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural 
Commodities  Act  with  the  language  proposed  to  be  added  by  S.  1757  to  section 
203  (h)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (language  contained  only  in 
section  14  (b)  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets;  language  contained  only  in  S.  1757 
is  printed  in  italic ;  language  contained  in  both  is  shown  in  roman) : 

“Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identi¬ 
fications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition, 
or  devices  for  making  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this 
Act,  or  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memoran¬ 
dum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure  [to  be  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited!,  or  [willingly!  aid,  [cause, 
procure  or!  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  violation,  [the!  false  making,  issuing, 
altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting  [of  any  certificate  of  inspection  issued  under 
authority  of  this  Act,  the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  _S.  C.,  sec. 
491-497),  or  any  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture;!, 
or  whoever  knowingly  shall  utter  [or!,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be  uttered 
[or!,  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false,  [forged,!  altered,  forged,  or  counter¬ 
feited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark ,  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner  ^ 
make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  any  United  States 
standard  or  service  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  [for  a  fraudulent  purpose, 
shall  be  guilty^ of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $500  or  by  imprisonment  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  one  year, 
or  both,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court!  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  im¬ 
prisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.” 

Mr.  Poage.  On  this  bill  Mr.  Lennartson  is  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROY  W.  LENNARTSON,  DEPUTY  ADMINISTRATOR 
'  FOR  MARKETING  SERVICE,  AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERV¬ 
ICE;  CLARENCE  E.  GIRARD,  OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL; 

AND  NATHAN  KOENIG,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATOR,  AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE,  UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Lennartson.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
the  committee  here  to  discuss  the  intentions  of  H.  R.  6744  which  is 
reflected  in  Senate  bill  1757. 

Mr.  Poage.  Let  me  ask  you,  Did  you  appear  before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  The  Senate  I  understand  did  not  hold  hearings 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Andresen.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  and  your  staff  wherein 
does  this  bill  change  existing  law  and  what  is  the  need  for  change? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  Mr.  Andresen,  what  we  are  seeking  here  is  some 
additional  safeguards  against  the  alteration  of  our  official  inspection 
certificates,  the  unauthorized  use  of  official  grade  marks,  and  the  false 
or  deceptive  reference  to  official  grade  standards  and  the  services  we 
perform.  .  . 

Mr.  Andresen.  Don't  you  have  any  law  now  that  prohibits  the 

unofficial  use  of  grade  marks?  # 

Mr.  Lennartson.  We  do  under  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Act,  but  that  is  basically  designed  to  protect  only  fresh 
fruits  and  vegetables.  What  we  are  seeking  here  is  some  legislation 
which  will  protect  not  only  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables  but  meats, 
dairy  and  poultry  products  and  things  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Will  you  cite  just  what  the  trouble  is  and  the 
reason  you  want  this  law? 
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Mr.  Lennartson.  I  think  I  can  give  yon  a  specific  illustration.  It 
is  happening  frequently  with  respect  to  the  grading  of  meat.  Federal 
meat  grading  has  become  an  extremely  important  industry  of  mer¬ 
chandising,  with  the  result  that  we  are  finding  too  frequently  people 
or  firms  who  are  developing  fictitious  rollers  and  rolling  that  meat, 
implying  that  it  has  been  officially  graded.  If  we  were  servicing  a 
firm  under  the  Inspection  Service  and  found  them  doing  that,  we  could 
naturally  withdraw  any  privileges  of  further  use  of  the  Service  to 
them. 

In  that  respect  we  can  take  care  of  that  but  we  find  too  many 
instances  where  this  type  of  activity  is  growing  on  the  part  of  people 
who  do  not  use  the  Service  and  our  hands  are  tied  with  respect  to 
imposing  any  penalties  upon  them. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Then  you  say  you  found  cases  where  they  used  the 
Government  grading  roller  and  roll  it  over  the  meat? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  It  isn’t  a  Government  grade  roller.  It  is  a 
roller  they  have  developed  indicating  it  is  an  official  roller. 

Mr.  Andresen.  It  is  a  counterfeit  roller? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Can’t  you  do  anything  about  that? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  We  cannot,  unfortunately. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  can  do  something  if  there  is  counterfeit 
money  or  counterfeit  postage  stamps. 

Mr.  Lennartson.  We  have  no  power  under  our  present  authority 
to  penalize  them  or  take  them  to  court. 

Mr.  Girard.  Under  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act 
we  could  impose  criminal  sanctions  for  forging  of  certificates.  When 
they  use  a  roller  they  are  not  forging  any  Government  certificate, 
they  are  going  out  and  misrepresenting  to  the  public  that  something 
has  been  inspected  when  in  fact  it  has  not  been  inspected. 

The  other  aspect  of  the  need  for  the  legislation  is  that  under  the 
Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  the  certificate  forgery 
violations  apply  only  to  the  inspection  of  farm  commodities  under 
that  act  or  the  annual  appropriations  act. 

Since  1954  specific  authority  has  not  been  included  in  the  annual 
appropriations  act  for  inspection  of  farm  commodities.  We  are 
relying  on  the  authority  contained  in  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1946. 
Consequently,  there  is  a  serious  question  to  whether  we  could  impose 
any  sanctions  in  connection  with  the  forging  of  official  inspection 
certificates  where  we  are  making  the  inspection  under  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1946  rather  than  the  annual  appropriation  act  or  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act. 

So  it  is  necessary  that  we  have  that  aspect  of  the  situation  clarified 
so  that  we  can  move  against  those  who  alter  or  forge  inspection 
certificates  under  the  so-called  permissive  inspection  services. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Does  this  illegal  stamping  of  meat  take  place  in 
regular  packing  plants? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  It  could  be  in  a  jobber.  It  could  be  done  in  the 
marking  place.  In  one  place  we  found  it  was  done  in  the  truck  when 
the  truck  was  en  route. 

Mr.  Andresen.  That  was  on  meat  that  was  slaughtered  outside  of 
the  packing  plant? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  It  could  have  been  slaughtered — we  are  talking 
about  grading.  If  it  is  under  inspection  and  the  plant  is  under  BA 
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inspection,  the  meat  could  be  properly  inspected.  We  are  addressing 
ourselves  to  grading  for  quality  which  could  be  done  after  it  left  the 
plant.  That  is  normally  where  it  is  done. 

Mr.  Andresen.  As  I  recollect  some  of  this  took  place  during  the 
war  years  when  we  had  rationing,  but  I  don’t  know  whether  you  were 
with  the  Department  then  or  not. 

Mr.  Lennartson.  I  was  in  the  Army. 

Mr.  Andresen.  In  the  same  branch? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  With  the  Quartermaster  Market  Center  in  the 
Army. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Do  these  violations  relate  only  to  meat  or  to  other 
agricultural  products? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  We  find  them  relating  occasionally  to  other,  but 
primarily  in  the  meat  field. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Do  they  relate  to  vegetables? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  Yes,  you  have  occasional  instances  where  they 
relate  to  dairy  and  poultry  products,  fruit  and  vegetables. 

Mr.  Girard.  With  respect  to  poultry  our  more  frequent  violations 
are  claims  that  poultry  has  been  United  States  inspected  or  graded 
when  in  fact  they  have  not  been  so  inspected  or  graded,  and  there  is 
nothing  we  can  do  about  that.  This  bill  of  course  would  cover  that 
situation. 

Mr.  King.  Do  I  understand  correctly  that  you  propose  substitute 
language  for  this  bill  to  make  it  different  from  the  printed  bill  we 
have? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  That  is  correct.  Subsequent  to  the  passage  of 
Senate  1575,  representatives  from  industry  came  in  and  discussed 
this  matter  with  us,  feeling  that  probably  the  authority  in  the  Senate 
bill  was  too  broad  for  our  objective.  Frankly,  we  agree  with  them 
that  it  probably  is  too  broad  in  that  through  regulation  the  Depart¬ 
ment  could  possibly  go  beyond  the  area  of  the  official  inspection 
service  or  the  official  inspection  service.  Our  purpose,  frankly,  was 
to  limit  our  authority  here  to  the  official  inspection  services  and  the 
official  inspection  certificates  and  marks.  So  we  are  agreeable  and  in 
fact  joined  with  them  in  developing  some  substitute  language  which 
modifies  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  King.  Do  you  have  that  substitute  language? 

Mr.  Lennartson.  The  substitute  language  has  been  furnished  to 
the  counsel  of  the  committee.  Mr.  Girard  is  in  position  to  point  out 
the  minor  differences  that  do  occur  in  the  two. 

Mr.  Poage.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  him. 

Mr.  Lennartson.  We  have  a  copy  of  the  language  we  are  in 
agreement  on. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Section  2,  you  propose  to  repeal  certain  provisions 
relating  to  farm-produce  inspection  laws.  What  do  you  repeal? 

Mr.  Girard.  With  respect  to  section  2  we  have  no  objection  to 
that.  The  section  merely  eliminates  some  duplicating  language  which 
the  Department  is  not  utilizing  as  authority  for  inspection..  Of 
course  there  is  a  question  as  to  whether  the  codified  language  which  is 
contained  in  7  U.  S.  C.  714,  which  is  no  longer  continued  in  the 
apnropriation  bills,  still  obtains. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  You  have  no  objection  to  repealing  the  section? 

Mr.  Girard.  No,  sir.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  prepared  a 
comparison  of  the  language  in  S.  1757  with  the  language  of  the 
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proposed  substitute  and  I  have  several  copies  here  which  I  will  be 
glad  to  make  available  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Poage.  This  proposed  substitute  is  approved  by  the  trade  as 
well  as  by  the  Department? 

Mr.  Girard.  That  is  correct.  This  substitute  only  changes  the 
Senate  bill  in  several  respects.  Firstly,  it  deletes  the  criminal  sanction 
for  violations  of  the  regulations  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
makes  only  a  crime  the  violations  specified  in  the  act  itself.  Now  of 
course  in  that  connection  I  think  we  should  point  out  that  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  something  is  an  official  memorandum,  certificate,  mark, 
or  device  it  will  need  a  regulation  of  the  Department  as  to  describe 
what  would  constitute  such  an  official  memorandum  and  so  on.  To 
that  extent  the  regulations  would  have  some  effect  upon  your  prosecu¬ 
tion,  but  the  prosecutions  would  not  be  for  violation  of  the  regulation 
but  rather  a  violation  of  this  provision  of  the  act. 

Secondly,  the  industry  thought  that  we  were  too  broad  and  general 
with  respect  to  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection 
with  the  service. 

Now  you  will  note  in  the  substitute  we  are  merely  proposing  to 
make  it  a  crime  for  any  representation  that  an  agricultural  product 
has  been  officially  graded  or  inspected  when  in  fact  it  has  not  been. 
Of  course  when  a  person  utters  a  false  or  forged  certificate,  mark,  or 
device,  he  is  guilty  of  a  misrepresentation  but  that  type  of  misrepre¬ 
sentation  would  be  covered  with  specific  language  applicable  to  that 
type  of  act. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  require  that  must  be  done  knowingly? 

Mr.  Girard.  That  is  right.  We  also  inserted,  at  the  suggestion 
of  industry,  that  it  be  knowingly  done  so  as  to  avoid  any  inadvertant 
or  innocent  violation  or  being  subject  to  criminal  action. 

Mr.  Andresen.  Wouldn’t  the  fact  that  a  seller  of  such  product, 
putting  a  stamp  on  it,  wouldn’t  that  be  prima  facie  evidence  he  did 
know? 

Mr.  Girard.  Very  definitely.  But  still  he  could  come  in  and  show 
that  that  was  not  the  case,  that  he  didn’t  know  that  the  product 
which  he  was  handling  was  subject  to  any  violations  by  other  persons 
in  which  he  did  not  participate.  In  other  words,  he  is  innocent  of  any 
wrongdoing.  I  think  while  we  would  have  a  prima  facie  case  it  could 
be  rebutted  by  evidence  he  would  present  and  even  in  our  investigation 
if  it  disclosed  he  was  innocent  of  wrongdoing  or  any  knowledge  we 
wouldn’t  refer  the  matter  to  the  Department  of  Justice. 

Mr.  Andresen.  You  are  proposing  the  language  in  the  draft  as  a 
substitute? 

Mr.  Girard.  Yes.  It  only  modifies  the  Senate  language  in  two 
important  respects  and  inserts  the  word  “knowingly”  and  also 
describes  the  various  memoranda  as  being  official  memoranda  rather* 
than  just  general  memoranda  which  may  be  used  in  connection  with 
the  service. 

Mr.  King.  Just  one  question.  Is  there  anything  in  the  proposed 
language  here  that  in  any  way  limits  the  use  of  secondhand  packages 
which  may  have  a  previous  grade  mark,  which  may  have  a  grade 
mark  put  on  by  a  previous  user. 

Mr.  Girard.  I  would  interpret  the  amended  language  as  well  as 
Senate  language  as  precluding  that  unless  the  grade  of  the  commodity 
which  is  put  in  the  used  package  does  meet  that  grade.  In  other 
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words,  if  they  put  it  in  a  used  sack  labeled  U.  S.  No.  1  and  the  product 
is  U.  S.  No.  1,  there  is  no  violation,  but  if  they  merchandise  something 
in  a  container  which  is  erroneously  labeled,  it  seems  to  me  they  are 
knowingly  falsely  misrepresenting  or  using  a  United  States  grade 
designation  for  a  commodity,  they  are  using  it  falsely. 

Mr.  King.  Not  with  willful  deception,  however,  in  all  cases  where 
secondhand  packages  are  used  buyers  get  them  and  they  are  usually 
used  on  a  product  not  sold  by  grade.  In  the  vegetable  business  is 
there  anything  in  this  bill  that  will  require  a  user  of  secondhand 
packages  to  go  over  all  his  secondhand  packages  and  eliminate  grade 
marks  put  on  by  the  previous  user — it  would  kill  the  secondhand  pack¬ 
age  business. 

Mr.  Girard.  He  would  have  to  represent  it  as  an  official  grade. 
If  he  put  it  out  he  may  have  a  prima  facie  case  of  a  violation  if  we 
show  he  has  been  representing  by  word,  act,  or  label  that  the  com¬ 
modity  has  been  inspected,  when  in  fact  it  has  not. 

For  example,  if  he  should  put  out  containers  which  said  United 
States  Government  inspected  and  approved,  or  passed  or  graded  or 
what  have  you,  then  if  he  starts  merchandising  commodities  in  that 
type  of  container,  I  think  that  he  is  representing  falsely  that  the  com¬ 
modity  in  those  containers  has  been  inspected,  even  though  those 
containers  may  have  been  used  previously  legitimately  after  such 
inspection. 

Mr.  King.  He  wouldn’t  be  in  trouble  if  he  used  a  package  that  has 
a  U.  S.  No.  1  grade  stamp  on  it  if  he  is  selling  merchandise  that  doesn’t 
sell  by  grade  at  all. 

Mr.  Girard.  No. 

Mr.  King.  There  are  a  lot  of  farmers  who  fear  any  legislation  that 
would  require  them  to  eliminate  all  grade  marks  from  secondhand 
packages  because  it  would  be  very  expensive. 

Mr.  Lennartson.  Some  of  the  industry  representatives  feared  that. 

Mr.  King.  A  lot  of  merchandise  sells  without  any  pretense  of  grade. 

Mr.  Poage.  Are  there  further  questions? 

Are  there  further  statements  from  you  gentlemen? 

Does  any  one  else  in  the  room  want  to  make  a  statement  about  this 
bill? 

Mr.  Kitchens.  I  am  C.  W.  Kitchens,  United  Fresh  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Association.  We  were  among  those  who  objected  to  the 
language  of  the  Senate  bill  as  being  too  broad.  We  have  been  con¬ 
ferring  with  representatives  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  we 
are  satisfied  with  the  substitute  that  is  offered  this  morning. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  there  is  nothing  further,  we  will  adjourn. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:50  a.  m.  the  committee  was  recessed  subject 
to  call.) 
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84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  1757 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  20  (legislative  clay,  April  18),  1955 

Mr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946”,  approved  August  14,  1946. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Mar- 

4  keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

6  sentence :  “Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regu- 

7  lation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern 

8  the  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identifica- 

9  tions  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size, 

10  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices  for  making  such  marks  or 

11  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act,  or  falsely 
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make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate, 
memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly 
cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  he  a  party  to,  such 
violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counter¬ 
feiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  utter,  publish,  or  use  as 
true  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any 
such  false,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner 
make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with 
any  United  States  standard  or  service  issued  or  authorized 
under  this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.”. 
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1st  Session  K*  0/44 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Juki;  9, 1955 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946,  approved  August  14,  1946. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural 

4  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

6  sentence :  “Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regu- 

7  lation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern 

8  the  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identifica- 

9  tions  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size, 

10  quantity,  or  condition,  or  devices  for  making  such  marks  or 

11  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act,  or  falsely 
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10 

11 
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make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate, 
memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly 
cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such 
violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counter¬ 
feiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  utter,  publish,  or  use  as 
true  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any 
such  false,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner 
make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection 
with  any  United  States  standard  or  service  issued  or  author¬ 
ized  under  this  Act  shall  he  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.” 
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tariff  reductions  reducing  tariff  rates  existing  on  January  1,  1955 ,  in  stages 
of  not  more  than  5/^  in  each  of  3  years,  or  negotiate  reduction  in  those  rates 
which  are  higher  than  5 0  percent  of  the  value  of  an  import  to  a  rate  equiva¬ 
lent  to  50  percent*,  Amends  the  escape  clause  to  modify  the  standards  for  de¬ 
termining  injury  to  a  domestic  industryc  Grants  the  President  additional 
authority  to  control  imports  of  any  article  which  is  found  to  be  entering  in 
such  quantities  as  to  impair  the  national  security*  Requires  the  President 
ana  the  Tariff  Commission  to  report  annually  to  the  Congress .;on  the  operation 
of  the  trade  agreements  program* 

8<>  CROP  INSURANCE,  Received  from  the  Comptroller  General  the  audit  report  on  the 
Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  J>0,  1954 
(p0  6994)®  The  House  received  this  report  on  June  l4  (H,  Doc  180)  (p,  6990)* 

9«  FORESTRY,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
S.  1713,  to  emend  the  mining  laws  to  provide  for  multiple  use  of  the  surface 
of  the  same  tracts  of  the  public  lands  (S,  Rept<?  554)  (p*  6996), 

\  M 

X  /■  •*  ^  " 

10,  PROPERTY;  EXTENSION  WORK;  LOW-INCOME  FARMERS,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  2097*  to  transfer  land  and  buildings 
now  used  for  research  under  cooperative  agreement  nth  the  Virgin  Islands 
Corporation  (S.  Rept,  557);'  and  S 2098,  to  authorize  additional  appropriations; 
for  cooperative  extension  work  among  low-income  farmers  (S,  Rept,  558)  (p0 
6996), 


11* 


12, 


14< 


/ 


\ 

LAND  TRANSFER-*  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H«  Ro  2975*  to  release  reversionary  rights  to  a  former  FHA  tract  in  Macon 
County,  Ga,,  to  the  Ga0  Board  of  Education  (Sc  Rept,  559)  (p«  6996)9 

/\ 

APPLE  PRICES,  The  Agriculture  and  ^Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H,  R.  5188,  to  prohibit  USDAyprediction  of  apple  prices  (S,  Rept,  56O) 

(P.  6996)^ 


/ 


\ 


13^  FARM  LOANS;  RECLAMATION,  The  Agriculture  sndNForesury  Ccmmittee  reported  with 
amendments  S»  lLfl2,.£o  extend  financial  assistance  to  desert-land  entrymen  to 
the  same  extent  as  such  assistance  is  available  to  homestead  entrymen  (S,Rept. 


561)  (p.  6996)0 

COMMERCE  AND  RELATED 
this  bill,  H.  R.  6 


increasing  forest  highways  (p,  7069) 


•ENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  Continued  debate  on 
(op*  7006,  7060-70)o  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendment 


15,  MARKETING;  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS;  GRAIN  STANDARDS «  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  reported  With  amendments  S-,  1757,  to  provide  penalties  for  false 
grade  marking  (S,  Rept',  562);  &v~~F7597~'to  consolidate  experiment  station 
authorizations ~(S.  Rept,  563);  and  S,  1400,  to  protect  the  integrity  of  grade 
certificates  under  the  U.  So  Grain  Standards  Act  (S#  Rept,  564)  (p«  6996)® 


l6.  EMERGENCY  LOANS,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  reported  with 
amendment  S,  1582,  to  extend  the  period  for  the  making  of  emergency  loans  for 
ae  cultural  purposes  (D,  556) o 

ATER  CONSERVATION,  Sen.  Carlson  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  CoffeyvilTj 
Kens,  Chamber  of  Commerce  urging  consideration  of  flood  control  and  water 
pollution  measures  on  the  Big  Hill  Creek  (p*  6995)° 


~4» 


WHEAT.  Son.  Neubergor  urged  that  the  Hwo-prica”  wheat  plan  "be  considered  and 
inserted  a  newspaper  article  commenting  on  the  recently  announced  wheat  price 
supports  (pp,  7003-4).  -v,  -'p  . 

Sen.  Langerinserted  a  portion  of  his  remarks  published  by  the  Tall  Street 
Journal  citing  the  distressed  position  of  wheat  farmers  who  are  unable  to  find 
proper  storage  facilities  for  their  wheat  crops  (p«  JOOU)* 


■iu: 


19 »  INSECTS'^  Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  report  from  the  North  Dakota  Insect  and  P$8 1 
Reporting  Service  listing  and  describing  all  the  insects  tnich  are  now  preva¬ 
lent  throughout  the  Northwest  (pp,  7004-5)* 


C 


5$ ,>■  GRAIN  BINSe  Sen.  Humphrey  was  again  very  critical  of  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment's  alleged  ‘'bungling"  of  storage  bin  construction  (pp.  7005-6). 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


21*  RUBBER.  Sc  224.2,  by '‘Sen.  Kilgore,  to  amend  the  Rubber  Producing  Facilities 

Disposal  Act  of  1953.  £0  as  to  permit  the  disposal  thereunder  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment-earned  rubber-producing  facility  at  Institute,  W.  Va„;  to  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  (pi  6997)0 


22.  LANDS.  S.  2246,  by  Sen.  Munaf,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  certain  lands  to  the 
city  of  Wall,  £>«  Dak.;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  6997)* 


23.  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  S.  224? >  by  Satis  Saltonstall,  relating  to  the  authority  of 

the-  Administrator  of  General  Services  with  respect  to  the  utilization  and  dis¬ 
posal*  of  excess  and  surplus  Government  property  under  the  control  of  executive 
agencies;  to  Government  Operations  Ch^nmittee  (p*  6997)* 


24*  FARM  LAB0Ror  S»  2248,  by  Sen0  Saltonstall.,  to  amend  the  Refugee  Relief  Act,  as 
amended,  to  provide  a  certain  number  of  ^sas  for  persons  of  ethnic  Armenian 
origin;  to  Judiciary  Committee  (p»  6997 ) o 


25.  RECLAMATION.  S.  2251,  by  Sen.  Welker,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  in  the  upper  Snake  River  Valley, 
Idaho  and  Wyo.,  the  Narrows  Federal  reclamation  project  and  a  reregulating 
reservoir  below  the  Palisades  Dam  and  Reservoir;  t*Q  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee-  (p.  6997)* 


6.  FOREIGN  TRADE,,  S.  2253.  by  Sen.  Ellender  (for  himself  and  others),  t«  re¬ 
emphasize  trade  development  a  s  the  primary  purpose  of  title  I  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee  (p.  6997)* 


27.  FARM  PROGRAM?,  H.  R.  6835.»  by  Rep.  Gathings,"to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1954;"  to  Agriculture  Committee  (o*  715^)£ 

H.  R»  6836,  by  Rep.  Gathings ," to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act\f  1938,  as 
amended;"  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p$  JIJC) * 

H.  R,  6845*  by  R«pe  Watts, "to  further  amend  the  Agricultural  ^cljustment 
Act  of  1938;"  to  AgjH culture  Committee  (b»  7130)« 


28.  VULDLIFE.  H.  R.  6&I4I4.J  by  Rep.  Yeung,  to  provide  that  accumulated  receipts,  in 
the  Federal  aid  to  wildlife  restoration  fund  shall  be  appropriated;  to  am^d 
the  Wildlife  Restoration  Act  "(16  U.  S.  C.,  secs*  669-6691),  defining  *Nri.ld- 
life  restoration  project;”  to  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  (p*713^ 
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INSPECTION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES— 

PENALTIES 


June  15  (legislative  day,  June  14),  1955. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Ellender,  fromfjthe  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1757] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  1757)  to  amend  the  act  known  as  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946,  approved  August  14,  1946,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with 
amendments. 

This  bill,  which  was  introduced  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  would:  (1)  remove  any  question  which  may  have  resulted 
from  a  change  in  appropriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of 
penalties  for  forgery  of  inspection  certificates  covering  agricultural 
commodities,  and  (2)  expand  and  tighten  provisions  for  such  penalties. 

Section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act 
(7  U.  S.  C.  499n  (b))  now  provides  penalties  for  forgery  of  inspection 
certificates  issued  under  that  act,  the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March 
3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  491-497),  “or  any  Act  making  appropriations  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.”  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
appropriation  acts  for  1954  and  preceding  years  contained  appropria¬ 
tions — 

for  investigating  and  certifying,  in  one  or  more  jurisdictions,  to  shippers  and 
I  other  interested  parties  the  class,  quality,  and  condition  of  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  food  product,  whether  raw  or  processed,  and  any  product  containing 
an  agricultural  commodity  or  derivative  thereof  when  offered  for  interstate 
shipment  or  when  received  at  such  important  central  markets  as  the  Secretary 
may  from  time  to  time  designate,  or  at  points  which  may  be  conveniently  reached 
therefrom  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe,  including  the 
collection  of  such  fees  as  are  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may  cover  the  cost  of 
the  service  rendered. 

This  language  was  omitted  from  the  1955  and  1956  acts  since 
authority  for  such  inspection  is  authorized  by  the  Agricultural 
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Marketing  Act  of  1946  and  other  laws.  The  1955  appropriation  act 
provided  simply  for  carrying  on — 

service  to  improve  and  develop  marketing  and  distribution  relating  to  agriculture 
as  authorized  by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1621-1627) 
and  other  laws,  including  the  administration  of  marketing  regulatory  acts 
connected  therewith. 

This  change  in  appropriation  language  raises  the  question  as  to 
whether  inspection  certificates  issued  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  are  issued  under  an  “Act  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture”  and  so  covered  by  the  penalty  provisions 
of  section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act 
(which  is  the  only  act  providing  penalties  for  forgery  of  such  inspec¬ 
tion  certificates  issued  under  the  Department’s  authority).  Practically 
all  inspections  now  carried  on  under  the  Department’s  authority, 
except  those  for  cotton,  tobacco,  naval  stores,  and  commodities  covered 
by  the  United  States  Grain  Standards  Act,  are  carried  on  under  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  Those  for  fresh  and  frozen 
fruits  and  vegetables  could  be  carried  on  under  the  Perishable  Agri¬ 
cultural  Commodities  Act,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  are  carried  on  under 
the  1946  act.  S.  1757  by  inserting  a  penalty  provision  in  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  covering  inspection  certificates  issued 
under  that  act  would  remove  any  doubt  as  to  the  penalty  for  forging- 
such  certificates.  It  would  also  tend  to  reduce  the  confusion  winch  has 
existed  heretofore  as  a  result  of  prosecutions  being  brought  under  the  ( 
Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  for  forgery  of  inspection 
certificates  for  commodities  not  subject  to  that  act. 

The  penalty  provision  which  would  be  added  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  by  S.  1757  is  more  inclusive  and  stricter  than 
the  penalty  provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities 
Act  in  the  following  respects : 

(1)  It  covers  violations  of  such  regulations  as  may  be  issued  to 
govern  the  use  of  inspection  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  and 
devices.  This  authority  might  be  used  to  cover  such  things  as  posses¬ 
sion  of  grade  stamps,  destruction  or  preservation  of  certificates,  and 
use  or  reuse  of  marked  bags.  One  matter  that  it  is  intended  to  cover 
is  the  use  of  the  letters  “U.  S.  D.  A.”  and  grade  designations  on  meat. 

(2)  It  is  applicable  to  memoranda,  marks,  identifications  and 
devices,  as  well  as  inspection  certificates.  Thus  forgery  of  grade 
stamps  would  be  covered. 

(3)  It  covers  the  use,  as  well  as  publication  or  utterance,  of  false 
material.  Thus  a  retailer  who  knowingly  used  false  certificates 
uttered  by  his  supplier  would  be  covered. 

(4)  It  omits  the  requirement  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Act  that  the  act  be  done  “for  a  fraudulent  purpose.”  Proof  ( 
of  this  element  has  created  some  problems  in  the  past. 

(5)  As  introduced,  it  covers  false  or  deceptive  representations  in 
connection  with  any  United  States  standard  or  service  issued  or 
authorized  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  Insofar  as 
this  provision  is  applicable  to  inspection  services,  it  would  prevent 
false  advertising,  false  labeling  of  display  counters,  and  similar  prac¬ 
tices,  and  your  committee  believes  this  to  be  a  proper  purpose. 
Insofar  as  it  applies  to  other  services  authorized  under  the  act,  it 
might  cover  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  marketing  or 
cost  studies,  market  information,  or  any  service  designed  to  facilitate 


INSPECTION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES - PENALTIES  3 

the  marketing,  distribution,  processing,  and  utilization  of  agricultural 
products  through  commercial  channels.  Your  committee  feels  that 
this  would  go  beyond  the  intended  scope  of  the  bill  and  recommends 
that  this  provision  be  limited  to  standards  and  inspection  services. 

(6)  It  provides  for  a  maximum  fine  of  $1,000  instead  of  $500. 
Violations  would  continue  to  be  misdemeanors  under  18  United  States 
Code  1  since  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  would  be  1  year. 

Any  rules  issued  under  the  proposed  provision  would  be  required 
by  section  3  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (5  U.  S.  C.  1002) 
to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register.  Section  4  of  that  act  provides 
for  advance  notice  and  an  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  submit 
views  before  such  rules  may  become  effective. 

The  committee  amendments  would  (1)  make  it  clear  that  possession 
of  true  certificates,  etc.  contrary  to  the  Secretary’s  regulations,  or 
possession  of  false  certificates,  etc.  without  notifying  the  Secretary, 
would  be  covered  by  the  bill;  (2)  limit  the  hill  to  wrongdoing  in  con¬ 
nection  with  inspection,  grading,  and  certification  services;  and  (3) 
repeal  the  farm  produce  inspection  clause  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Produce  Agency  Act  which  provide  for  the  inspection  of  agricultural 
commodities.  The  provisions  to  be  repealed  duplicate  in  part  the 
authority  contained  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  and 
are  no  longer  used  or  needed. 

The  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  requesting  this 
legislation  is  attached. 


DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

Department  of  Aoriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  April  IS,  1955. 

The  Vice  President, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Vice  President:  There  is  transmitted  herewith  for  consideration 
by  the  Congress  proposed  legislation  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946.  The  amendment  provides  additional  safeguards  against  forgery  or  alter¬ 
ation  of  inspection  certificates,  unauthorized  use  of  official  grade  marks  or  desig-  „ 
nations,  and  false  or  deceptive  reference  to  United  States  grade  standards  or 
services. 

Under  existing  legislation  a  provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodi¬ 
ties  Act  of  1930  provides  for  a  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  for  forgery,  altera¬ 
tion  or  other  misuse  of  inspection  certificates  issued  under  that  act  or  under  any 
act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (7  U.  S.  C.  499n  (b)). 
This  is  the  only  statute  protecting  the  integrity  of  such  certificates  issued  by  the 
Department  or  by  Federal-State  permissive  inspection  or  grading  services  for 
meat,  dairy,  poultry,  fruits,  vegetables,  and  related  products.  In  the  fiscal  year 
1954  and  prior  years  the  annual  agricultural  appropriation  acts  authorized  the 
inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  and  the  issuance  of  appropriate 
certificates  therefor.  Similar  authority  for  such  inspection  and  grading  services 
was  also  provided  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  In  the  interest  of 
simplifying  the  appropriation  language  by  eliminating  therefrom  language  for 
which  there  was  adequate  authority  in  other  acts,  the  1955  appropriation  no 
longer  refers  to  the  issuance  of  certificates  for  inspection  and  grading  services. 
Such  certificates  are  issued  under  authority  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  which  does  not  contain  a  penalty  provision  such  as  that  in  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act.  To  clarify  this  matter,  particularly  since  a 
criminal  penalty  is  involved,  and  to  assure  continuation  of  this  protection  for  all 
inspection  certificates,  this  proposed  legislation  is  needed.  It  is  desirable  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  rather  than  the  Perishable  Agricultural 
Commodities  Act  since  the  basic  provisions  of  the  latter  act  are  applicable  only 
to  fresh  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables,  while  this  safeguard  for  official  certificates 
applies  to  all  commodities. 
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It  is  proposed  that  the  statute  be  further  amended  to  prohibit  the  unauthorized 
use  of  official  grade  marks  or  designations  and  the  making  of  false  or  deceptive 
references  to  United  States  grade  standards  or  inspection  services.  Inspection 
or  grading  for  quality  by  the  USDA  is  an  integral  part  of  the  marketing  function 
for  many  of  these  important  agricultural  products.  False,  deceptive,  or  un¬ 
authorized  marks  or  claims  concerning  the  United  States  grades  or  the  Govern¬ 
ment  inspection  relating  thereto  are  detrimental  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
producer,  distributors,  and  consumers.  At  present  the  Department  has  no 
direct  protection  for  itself  or  for  the  public  against  such  practices. 

The  amendment  includes  the  imposition  of  a  fine  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for 
violation  of  the  act.  This  is  consistent  with  provisions  of  other  laws  under  which 
the  inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  are  authorized. 

Additional  funds,  if  any,  required  for  the  administration  of  the  act  by  reason 
of  the  enactment  of  this  statute  would  be  small  and  would  depend  on  the  regula¬ 
tions  issued  governing  the  use  of  official  grade  marks. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  program  of 
the  President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX,  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Section  203(h)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 

(h)  To  inspect,  certify,  and  identify  the  class,  quality,  quantity,  and  condition 
of  agricultural  products  when  shipped  or  received  in  interstate  commerce,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe,  including 
assessment  and  collection  of  such  fees  as  will  be  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may 
be  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  service  rendered,  to  the  end  that  agricultural  products 
may  be  marketed  to  the  best  advantage,  that  trading  may  be  facilitated,  and  that 
consumers  may  be  able  to  obtain  the  quality  product  which  they  desire,  except 
that  no  person  shall  be  required  to  use  the  service  authorized  by  this  subsection. 
Any  official  certificate  issued  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived  by  all  officers  and  all  courts  of  the  United  States  as  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein  contained.  Whoever  shall  violate  any  pro¬ 
vision  of  any  regulation  promulgated,  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the 
possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identifications  with 
respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices  for 
making  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act,  or  falsely 
make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 
identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party 
to,  such  violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever 
knmvingly  shall  possess  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his 
representative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used 
as  true  any  such  false,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 
identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation 
in  connection  with  any  United  States  standard  or  inspection,  grading,  or  certification 
service  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

Farm  Produce  Inspection  Clause  Contained  in  1954  and  Preceding 
Appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414) 

§  414.  Investigation  and  certification  of  condition,  etc.,  of  any  agricultural 
commodity  or  food  product  offered  for  interstate  shipment 

[Investigations  and  certifications  are  authorized,  in  one  or  more  jurisdictions, 
to  shippers  and  other  interested  parties  the  class,  quality,  and  condition  of  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  food  product,  whether  raw  or  processed,  and  any 
product  containing  an  agricultural  commodity  or  derivative  thereof  when  offered 
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for  interstate  shipment  or  when  received  at  such  important  central  markets  as 
the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  designate,  or  at  points  which  may  be  con¬ 
veniently  reached  therefrom  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe, 
including  the  collection  of  such  fees  as  are  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may  cover 
the  cost  of  the  service  rendered.] 

Second,  Third,  and  Fourth  Sentences  of  Section  1  of  the  Produce  Agency 

Act  of  March  3,  1927 

[The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  by  regulation  provide  for  the  making  of 
prompt  investigations  and  the  issuing  of  certificates  as  to  the  quality  and  condition 
of  produce  received  in  interstate  commerce  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon 
application  of  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  shipping,  receiving, 
or  financially  interested  in,  such  produce.  Such  regulations  shall  designate  the 
classes  of  persons  qualified  and  authorized  to  make  such  investigations  and  issue 
such  certificates,  except  that  any  such  investigation  shall  be  made  and  any  such 
certificate  shall  be  issued  by  at  least  two  disinterested  persons  in  any  case  where 
such  investigation  is  not  made  by  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  or  of  any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  or  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  A  certificate  made  in  compliance  with  such  regulations  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  in  all  Federal  courts  of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein 
contained  as  to  the  quality  and  condition  of  the  produce;  but  if  any  such  certificate 
is  put  in  evidence  by  any  party,  in  any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  the  opposite 
party  shall  be  permitted  to  cross-examine  any  person  signing  such  certificate, 
called  as  a  witness  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  as  to  his  qualifications  and 
authority  and  as  to  the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  such  certificate.] 

Comparison  of  the  language  of  section  14  (b)  of  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act  with  the  language  proposed  to  be 
added  by  S.  1757  to  section  203  (h)  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (language  contained  only  in  section  14  (b)  is  enclosed  in 
black  brackets;  language  contained  only  in  S.  1757  is  printed  in 
italic;  language  contained  in  both  is  shown  in  roman): 

Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regulation  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or  other  identi¬ 
fications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition, 
+or  devices  for  making  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this 
Act,  or  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memoran¬ 
dum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure  [to  be  falsely 
made,  issued,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited],  or  [willingly]  aid,  [cause, 
procure  or]  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  violation,  [the]  false  making,  issuing, 
altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting  [of  any  certificate  of  inspection  issued  under 
authority  of  this  Act,  the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.,  sec. 
491-497),  or  any  Act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture;], 
or  whoever  knowingly  shall  utter  [or],  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be  uttered 
[or],  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false,  [forged,]  altered,  forged,  or  counter¬ 
feited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner 
make  any  false  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  any  United  States 
standard  or  service  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  [for  a  fraudulent  purpose, 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $500  or  by  imprisonment  for  a  period  of  not  more  than  one  year, 
or  both,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court]  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  im¬ 
prisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 
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Calendar  No.  567 

84th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


[Report  No.  562] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  20  (legislative  day,  April  18),  1955 

Mr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

June  15  (legislative  day,  June  14),  1955 
Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  with  amendments 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946”,  approved  August  14,  1946. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  208  of  the  Agricultural  Mar- 

4  keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

6  sentence:  “Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regu- 

7  lation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern 

8  the  possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or 

9  other  identifications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade, 

10  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices  for  making 

11  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this 
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1  Act,  or  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any 

2  such  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device, 

3  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to, 

4  such  violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or 

5  counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess  without 

6  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  rep- 

7  resentative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be 

8  uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false,  altered, 

9  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 

10  identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false 

11  or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  any  United 

12  States  standard  or  inspection,  grading,  or  certification  service 

13  issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more 

14  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both/’. 
1^  Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause  contained 
16  in  various  appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the 
11  second,  third,  and  fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce 
1®  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492)  are  hereby 

repealed. 
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_  PROCEEDINGS' 

j  Of  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


JFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
(For  Department  Staff  Only) 


Issued  June  20,  1955 
For  actions  of  June  17,  1955 
8l+th-lst  -  No,  102 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  to  prohibit  USDA  prediction  of  apple  prices.  Ready 
for  President.  Senate  passed  bills  to:  transfer  to  USDA  certain  real  property  in  ; 
Virgin' Islands :  authorize  additional  extension  work  for  low-income  farmers;  provide 
-penalties  for  raise  grade  marking;  consolidate  experiment  station  authorizations; 
protect  grain  standards.  Senate  debated  defense  appropriation  bill.  Senate  00m- 

(Cont’d,  on  p.  I4.) 


SENATE 


1*  APPLE  PRICES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R«  5-188,  to  prohibit  this  Departmej 
from  predicting  apple  prices  in  any  official  publication  (pp«  731+2-3)°  T] 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
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PROPERTY.  Passed  without  amendment  S,  2097.  to  transfer  land  anpk“buil dings  now 
.  used  for  research  under  cooperative  agreement  with  the  Vi rgj.jff'is lands  Corpora¬ 
tion  (p.  731+1)  • 

EXTENSION  YORK.  Passed  without  amendment  S,  2098,,.  to  authorize  additional  ap¬ 
propriations  for.  cooperative  extension  work  among  low-income  farmers  (p.  731+1 )> 


EMERGENCY  LOANS *.  The  Senate  Agricultur 
amendment  S.  1582,  to  extend  the  p 
cultural  purposes  (S.  Rept,  571+) 


Forestry  Committee  reported  vi  th 
for  making  emergency  loans  for  agri- 
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MARKETING.  Passed  as  reported  S«  1757,  to  provide  penalties  for  false  grade 
marking  (p,  731+3)*  The  bill  would  strengthen  provisions  to  prevent  -deception 
in  connection  with  inspection  of  agricultural  commodities-  and  would  increase 
the  maximum  fine  from  to  $1,000,  •  ■ 


6.  EXPERIMENT  .STATIONS ,  Passed  as  reported  S0  1759,  to  consolidate  .experiment  sta¬ 
tion  authorizations  (pp.  731+3-5)*  The  bill  woul-d  prevent  allotments  from 
shifting  with  shifts  in  relative  rural  and  farm  population;  freeze  the  amount 
jeArmarked  by  section  9  of  theBankhead- Jones  Act  for  marketing  research  at  the 
^  amount  so  earmarked  in  1955i  and  repeal  a  provision  exempting  the  Georgia 
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experiment  station  from  the  Secretary’s  authority  to  withhold  funds  fro 
stations  not  complying  with  the  aot.  ’ 


m 


7=  GRAIN  STANDARDS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  li+OO,  to  protect  the  integrity  of  grade 
certificates  under  the  U.  S.  Grain  Standards  Act  (p.  7345). 


8#  A,  vER  COMPACT*  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  208,  providing  for  a  water  com¬ 
pact  between  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma  (p.  7333)*  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President. 


9.  ROADS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  5923#  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  (p.  7334). 


10o  FARM  LOANS;  RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported  So  1472,  to  extend  financial  assis¬ 
tance  to  desert-land  entrymen  to  the  same  extent  as  such  assistance  is  availa¬ 
ble  to  homestead  entrymen  (p,  734-3)* 


11.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  The  Appropriations  Com¬ 

mittee  reported  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  6499  (S.  Rept.  573)  (p.  7283), 

12.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1956.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 

6042  (PP.  7332,  7350-1,  7354-8), 


V 


13.  PERSONNEL*  The  Post  Office  and  Cl,vil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  Sc  1849.  to  provide  for  the  granting  of  career-conditional  and  career 
appointments  in  the  competitive  civil  service  to  indefinite  employees  vho  pre¬ 
viously  qualified  for  competitive  appointment  (S.  Rept.  576)  (p.  7283). 

The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  J.  Res. 
21,  to  establish  a  Commission  on  Government  Security  (S.  Rept.  581)  (p®  7283). 


14®  REORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  agreed  to  refer  to  its 
Subcommittee  on  Reorganization  the  eight  Hoover  Commission  reports  and  draft 
legislation  received  thus  far  by  the  committee\(So  Rept.  581)  (pi  7283). 


15*  LAND  TRANSFERS.  Discussed  and  passed  over  upon  objection  by  Sen.  Morse  H,  R. 
2973j  to  release  reversionary  rights  to  a  former  F&A  tract  in  Macon  County, 
Ga„,  to  the  Ga.  Board  of  Education  (pp.  7341-2). 


l6c  RECLAMATION?  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  has§  statement  favoring 
the  construction  of  the  proposed  Yellowtail  Dam  (p.  7287)^ 

Sen.  Watkins  inserted  his  statement  in  answer  to  various  charges  made  by 
Raymond  -Mo  ley  against  reclamation' programs  in  the  West  (op.  7325“3l)* 


17*  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Neuberger  criticized  the  administration’ s"  power  policies 
and  inserted  newspaper  articles  on  this  subject  (pp.  7288-90). 


ITT 


18.  OPERATION  ALEMT.  Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  this  Department  for  certsih,  state¬ 
ments  sent  to  farmers  during  Operation  Alert,  and  stated  that  ’’this  pefci^t  of 
the  operation  might  well  be  termed  ’Operation  Foul-up »"  (pp,  7349-50). 


19 o  -ATER  POLLUTION. ■■  Passed  as  reported  S.  89O,  to  extend  and  strengthen,  the  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  (pp.  7334-8)*  N  > 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  20, 1955 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946”,  approved  August  14,  1946. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Mar- 

4  keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  0.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

6  sentence :  “Whoever  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regu- 

7  lation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern 

8  the  possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  or 

9  other  identifications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade, 

10  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition,  or  devices  for  making 

11  such  marks  or  identifications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this 
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Act,  or  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any 
sucli  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  device, 
or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party 
to,  suck  violation,  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or 
counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess  without 
promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  rep¬ 
resentative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be 
uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false,  altered, 
forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate,  memorandum,  mark, 
identification,  or  device,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false 
or  deceptive  representation  in  connection  with  any  United 
States  standard  or  inspection,  grading,  or  certification  service 
issued  or  authorized  under  this  Act  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.”. 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause  contained 
in  various  appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce 
Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  0.  492)  are  hereby 
repealed. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  17  (legislative  day,  June  14), 
1955. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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\Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
My.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
poipt  a  brief  statement  in  explanation 
of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Explanation  op  H.  It.  5188 

This  bill  would  prohibit  the  Government 
from  predicting  apple  prices  in  any  official 
publication. 

The  §ame  prohibition  has  applied  to  j. 
cotton  for  a  number  of  years. 

The  growers  contend  that  data  as  to 
quantity  and  quality  of  the  crop  and  in¬ 
formation  of  this  type  are  a  sufficient  guide 
to  both  producers  and  buyers  and  that 
predictions  as  to  future  apple  prices,  al¬ 
though  such  predictions  may  be  made  in  the 
most  general  terms  can  be  affected  by  so 
many  factors  not  capable  of  accurate  predic¬ 
tion  that  they  are  likely  to  do  more  harm 
than  good. 


FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  DESERT 
LAND  ENTRYMEN 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
566.  Senate  bill  1472. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1472) 
to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  extend  financial  assistance  to  desert 
land  entrymen  to  the  same  extent  as 
such  assistance  as  available  to  home¬ 
stead  entrymen,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  with  amendments,  on  page  1,  line 
3,  after  the  word  “That”,  to  strike  out 
“(a)”;  in  line  6  after  the  word 
“amended”,  to  insert  “(1)”;  in  line  8, 
after  the  word  “entry”,  to  insert  a  semi¬ 
colon  and  “and  (2)  by  striking  out 
‘homestead  and’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘homestead,  desert-land,  and’ 
and  at  the  top  of  page  2,  to  strike  out: 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  the  first  section 
of  such  act  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“project,”  the  following:  “or  to  an  entryman 
under  the  desert-land  laws." 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  first  sentence 
of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  enable  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  extend  financial 
assistance  to  homestead  entrymen,  and  for 
other  purposes,”  approved  October  19,  1949 
(63  Stat.  883),  is  amended  (1)  by  striking 
out  “homestead  entry”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “homestead  or  desert-land  entry”; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  “homestead  and” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “homestead, 
desert-land,  and.” 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 

orirl  HQQQpH 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mi;.  President,  this  bill  was  unanimously 
approved  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  statement  which  I  have 
prepared  in  explanation  of  the  bill  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Explanation  op  S.  1472 
This  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  to  make  loans  under  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act  and  the  Water 
Facilities  Act  to  persons  who  are  Requiring  ' 
farms  by  means  of  desert-land  entries.  Such 
persons  do  not  have  clear  title  to  these  lands  , 
and  under  the  present  regulations  are  un¬ 
able  to  give  adequate  security  for  such  loans,  j 
Such  assistance  is  already  made  available  to  ; 
homestead  entrymen.  \ 

The  committee  amendments  are  clarifying 
only,  and  make  no  changes  in  substance.  \ 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING  ACT  OF  1946 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
567,  Senate  bill  1757. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1757) 
to  amend  the  act  known  as  the  “Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,”  approved 
August  14,  1946,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  with  amendments,  on  page  1,  line  8, 
after  the  word  “the”,  to  insert  “posses¬ 
sion  or”;  on  page  2,  line  5,  after  the 
word  “shall”,  to  insert  “possess  without 
promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  or  his  representative,”;  in  line 
12,  after  the  word  “or”,  to  insert  “inspec¬ 
tion,  grading,  or  certification”;  and  after 
line  14,  to  insert: 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause 
contained  in  various  appropriation  acts  (7 
U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce 
Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492) 
are  hereby  repealed. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  subsection  (h) 
of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  “Whoever  shall 
violate  any  provision  of  any  regulation 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  govern  the  possession  or  use  of  certifi-  r 
cates,  memorandums,  marks,  or  other  identi-  i 
fications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class, 
grade,  quality,  size,  quantity  or  condition, 
or  devices  for  making  such  marks  or  identi¬ 
fications,  issued  or  authorized  under  this 
act,  or  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or 
counterfeit  any  such  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark  identification,  or  device,  or 
knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid.  assist  in, 
or  be  a  party  to,  such  violation,  false  mak¬ 
ing,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counter-  j 
feiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess 
without  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  or  his  representative,  utter,  i 
publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be  uttered, 
published,  or  used  as  true  any  such  false, 
altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certificate, 
memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or  de¬ 
vice,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false  or 
deceptive  representation  in  connection  with 
any  United  States  standard  or  inspection, 
grading,  or  certification  service  issued  or  au¬ 
thorized  under  this  act  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  1  year,  or  both.”. 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause 
contained  in  various  appropriation  acts  (7 
U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce 
Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492), 
are  hereby  repealed. 


The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

~Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  brief  statement  in  explanation 
of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Explanation  of  S.  1757 

This  bill  would  tighten  provisions  to  pre¬ 
vent  deception  in  connection  with  inspec¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  commodities  as  follows: 

1.  It  would  remove  any  question  as  to  the 
applicability  of  such  provisions  to  inspection 
under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  which  is  the  authority  now  being  used 
for  all  inspection  of  the  type  which  such  pro¬ 
visions  are  intended  to  protect. 

2.  It  would  cover  violations  of  regulations 
issued  to  govern  the  possession  or  use  of  in¬ 
spection  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  and 
devices,  such  as  those  governing  possession  of 
grade  stamps,  destruction,  or  preservation  of 
certificates,  use  or  reuse  of  marked  bags,  and 
use  of  the  letters  “U.  S.  D.  A.”  and  grade  des¬ 
ignations  on  meat. 

3.  It  would  apply  to  memoranda,  marks, 
identifications,  and  devices,  as  well  as  inspec¬ 
tion  certificates,  so  that  forgery  of  grade 
stamps  could  be  covered. 

4.  It  would  cover  the  use,  as  well  as  publi¬ 
cation  or  utterance,  of  false  material,  so  that 
a  retailer  who  knowingly  used  false  certifi¬ 
cates  uttered  by  his  supplier  would  be 
covered. 

5.  It  would  omit  the  requirement  of  the 
act  now  governing  such  penalties  that  the 
act  be  done  for  a  fraudulent  purpose,  as 
proof  of  this  element  has  created  some  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  past. 

6.  It  would  cover  false  or  deceptive  repre¬ 
sentations  in  connection  with  the  inspection 
service  so  as  to  prevent  false  advertising, 
false  labeling  of  display  counters,  and  simi¬ 
lar  practices. 

7.  It  would  increase  the  maximum  fine  to 
$1,000  from  $500. 

The  committee  amendments  would  clarify 
the  bill  so  that  it  will  carry  out  its  intended 
purpose,  and  would  repeal  duplicating  in¬ 
spection  authorities  which  are  neither  used 
nor  needed,  but  serve  to  complicate  the  law. 


CONSOLIDATION  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

EXPERIMENT  STATION  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
568,  Senate  bill  1759. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  1759) 
to  consolidate  the  Hatch  Act  (1387)  and 
laws  supplementary  thereto  relating  to 
the  appropriation  of  Federal  funds  for 
the  support  of  agricultural  experiment 
stations  in  the  States,  Alaska,  Hawaii, 
and  Puerto  Rico,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  with  amendments,  on  page  3,  line 
21,  after  the  word  “same”,  to  strike  out 
“requirements”  and  insert  “requirement 
as  to  use  for  marketing  research  proj¬ 
ects”;  on  page  11,  at  the  beginning  of 
line  25,  to  strike  out  “Such  portions  of 
the”  and  insert  “The”;  on  page  12,  line 
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2,  after  the  name  “Rico”,  to  strike  out 
“as  are  in  conflict  with  this  act”;  in  line 
4,  after  the  numerals  “1936”,  to  strike 
out  section  2”;  and  at  the  beginning 
of  line  14,  to  insert  “That  part  of  the”; 
so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Hatch  Act  of 
March  2,  1887,  relating  to  the  appropriation 
of  Federal  funds  for  the  support  of  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Section  1.  It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  to 
continue  the  agricultural  research  at  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  which  has 
been  encouraged  and  supported  by  the 
Hatch  Act  of  1887,  the  Adams  Act  of  1906, 
the  Purnell  Act  of  1925,  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Act  of  1935,  and  title  I,  section  9,  of  that  act 
as  added  by  the  act  of  August  14,  1946,  and 
acts  amendatory  and  supplementary  thereto, 
and  to  promote  the  efficiency  of  such  re¬ 
search  by  a  codification  and  simplification  of 
such  laws.  As  used  in  this  act,  the  terms 
‘State’  or  ‘States’  are  defined  to  include  the 
several  States,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto 
Rico.  As  used  in  this  act,  the  term  ‘State 
agricultural  experiment  station’  means  a 
department  which  shall  have  been  estab¬ 
lished,  under  direction  of  the  college  or  uni¬ 
versity  or  agricultural  departments  of  the 
college  or  university  in  each  State  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  an  act  approved  July  2,  1862  (12 
Stat.  503) ,  entitled  ‘An  act  donating  public 
lands  to  the  several  States  and  Territories 
which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit 
of  agricultural  and  the  mechanic  arts’;  or 
such  other  substantially  equivalent  arrange¬ 
ments  as  any  State  shall  determine. 

“Sec.  2.  It  is  further  the  policy  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  promote  the  efficient  production, 
marketing,  distribution,  and  utilization  of 
products  of  the  farm  as  essential  to  the 
health  and  welfare  of  our  peoples  and  to 
promote  a  sound  and  prosperous  agriculture 
and  rural  life  as  indispensable  to  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  maximum  employment  and  na¬ 
tional  prosperity  and  security.  It  is  also 
the  intent  of  Congress  to  assure  agriculture 
a  position  in  research  equal  to  that  of  in¬ 
dustry,  which  will  aid  in  maintaining  an 
equitable  balance  between  agriculture  and 
other  segments  of  our  economy.  It  shall  be 
the  object  and  duty  of  the  State  agricultural 
experiment  stations  through  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  the  appropriations  hereinafter  au¬ 
thorized  to  conduct  original  and  other  re¬ 
searches,  investigations,  and  experiments 
bearing  directly  on  and  contributing  to  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  per¬ 
manent  and  effective  agricultural  industry 
of  the  United  States,  including  researches 
basic  to  the  problems  of  agriculture  in  its 
broadest  aspects,  and  such  investigations  as 
have  for  their  purpose  the  development  and 
improvement  of  the  rural  home  and  rural 
life  and  the  maximum  contribution  by  agri¬ 
culture  to  the  welfare  of  the  consumer,  as 
may  be  deemed  advisable,  having  due  regard 
to  the  varying  conditions  and  needs  of  the 
respective  States. 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  There  are  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this 
act  such  sums  as  Congress  may  from  time  to 
time  determine  to  be  necessary. 

“(b)  Out  of  such  sums  each  State  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  annually  a  sum  of  money 
equal  to  and  subject  to  the  same  requirement 
as  to  use  for  marketing  research  projects  as 
the  sums  received  from  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  State  agricultural  experiment  sta¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  year  1955,  except  that 
amounts  heretofore  made  available  from  the 
fund  known  as  the  ‘Regional  research  fund. 
Office  of  Experiment  Stations’  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  available  for  the  support  of  co- 
operative  regional  projects  as  defined  in  sub¬ 
section  3  (c)  (3),  and  the  said  fund  shall 
be  designated  ‘Regional  research  fund,  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations,’  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  entitled  to 


receive  annually  for  the  administration  of 
this  act,  a  sum  not  less  than  that  available 
for  this  purpose  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1955:  Provided,  That  if  the  appro¬ 
priations  hereunder  available  for  distribu¬ 
tion  in  any  fiscal  year  are  less  than  those  for 
the  fiscal  year  1955  the  allotment  to  each 
State  and  the  amounts  for  Federal  adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  regional  research  fund  shall 
be  reduced  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of 
such  reduction. 

“(c)  Any  sums  made  available  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  addition  to  those  provided  for  in  sub¬ 
section  (b)  hereof  for  State  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  station  work  shall  be  distributed 
as  follows: 

“1.  Twenty  percent  shall  be  allotted  equal¬ 
ly  to  each  State; 

“2.  Not  less  than  52  percent  of  such  sums 
shall  be  allotted  to  each  State,  as  follows: 
One-half  in  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  the  total  amount  to  be  allotted  as 
the  rural  population  of  the  State  bears  to  the 
total  rural  population  of  all  the  States  as 
determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen¬ 
nial  census  current  at  the  time  each  such 
additional  sum  is  first  appropriated;  and 
one-half  in  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  the  total  amount  to  be  allotted  as 
the  farm  population  of  the  State  bears  to 
the  total  farm  population  of  all  the  States  as 
determined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial 
census  current  at  the  time  such  additional 
sum  is  first  appropriated; 

“3.  Not  more  than  25  percent  shall  be 
allotted  to  the  States  for  cooperative  re¬ 
search  in  which  two  or  more  State  agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations  are  cooperating  to 
solve  problems  that  concern  the  agriculture 
of  more  than  one  State.  The  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purposes,  together  with  funds 
available  pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  hereof 
for  like  purpose  shall  be  designated  as  the 
‘Regional  research  fund,  State  agricultural 
experiment  stations’,  and  shall  be  used  only 
for  such  cooperative  regional  projects  as  are 
recommended  by  a  committee  of  nine  per¬ 
sons  elected  by  and  representing  the  directors 
of  the  State  agricultural  experiment  stations, 
and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  The  necessary  travel  expenses  of  the 
committee  of  nine  persons  in  performance 
of  their  duties  may  be  paid  from  the  fund 
established  by  this  paragraph. 

“4.  Three  percent  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  administration 
of  this  act. 

"(d)  Of  any  amount  in  excess  of  $80,000 
available  under  this  act  for  allotment  to  any 
State,  exclusive  of  the  regional  research  fund. 
State  agricultural  experiment  stations,  no 
allotment  and  no  payments  thereof  shall  be 
made  in  excess  of  the  amount  which  the 
State  makes  available  out  if  its  own  funds 
for  research  and  for  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  facilities  necessary  for  the 
prosecution  of  such  research:  And  provided 
further.  That  if  any  State  fails  to  make 
available  for  such  research  purposes  for  any 
fiscal  year  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount  in 
excess  of  $80,000  to  which  it  may  be  entitled 
for  such  year,  the  remainder  of  such  amount 
shall  be  withheld  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

“(e)  ‘Administration’  as  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  include  participation  in  planning 
and  coordinating  cooperative  regional  re¬ 
search  as  defined  in  subsection  3  (c)  3. 

"(f)  In  making  payments  to  States,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
adjust  any  such  payment  to  the  nearest 
dollar. 

“Sec.  4.  Moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  also  be  available,  in  addition 
to  meeting  expenses  for  research  and  investi¬ 
gations  conducted  under  authority  of  section 
2,  for  printing  and  disseminating  the  results 
of  such  research,  retirement  of  employees 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  an  act  approved 
March  4,  1940  (54  Stat.  39),  administrative 
planning  and  direction,  and  for  the  purchase 
and  rental  of  land  and  the  construction. 


acquisition,  alteration,  or  repair  of  buildings 
necessary  for  conducting  research.  The  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  are  author¬ 
ized  to  plan  and  conduct  any  research  au¬ 
thorized  under  section  2  of  this  act  in  co¬ 
operation  with  each  other  and  such  other 
agencies  and  individuals  as  may  contribute 
to  the  solution  of  the  agricultural  problems 
involved,  and  moneys  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  act  shall  be  available  for  paying  the 
necessary  expenses  of  planning,  coordinat¬ 
ing,  and  conducting  such  cooperative  re¬ 
search. 

“Sec.  5.  Sums  available  for  allotment  to 
the  States  under  the  terms  of  this  act,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  regional  research  fund  author¬ 
ized  by  subsection  3  (c)  3,  shall  be  paid  to 
each  State  agricultural  experiment  station 
in  equal  quarterly  payments  beginning  on 
the  first  day  of  July  of  each  fiscal  year  upon 
vouchers  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  Each  such  station  authorized  to 
receive  allotted  funds  shall  have  a  chief  ad¬ 
ministrative  officer  known  as  a  director,  and 
a  treasurer  or  other  officer  appointed  by  the 
governing  board  of  the  station.  Such 
treasurer  or  other  officer  shall  receive  and 
account  for  all  funds  allotted  to  the  State 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  and  shall 
report,  with  the  approval  of  the  director,  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  or  before  the 
first  day  of  September  of  each  year  a  de¬ 
tailed  statement  of  the  amount  received  un¬ 
der  provisions  of  this  act  during  the  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year,  and  of  its  disbursement  on 
schedules  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture.  If  any  portion  of  the  allotted 
moneys  received  by  the  authorized  receiv¬ 
ing  officer  of  any  State  agricultural  experi¬ 
ment  station  shall  by  any  action  or  contin¬ 
gency  be  diminished,  lost,  or  misapplied,  it 
shall  be  replaced  by  the  State  concerned  and 
until  so  replaced  no  subsequent  appropria¬ 
tion  shall  be  allotted  or  paid  to  such  State. 

“Sec.  6.  Bulletins,  reports,  periodicals,  re¬ 
prints  of  articles,  and  other  publications 
necessary  for  the  dissemination  of  results 
of  the  researches  and  experiments,  including 
lists  of  publications  available  for  distribu¬ 
tion  by  the  experiment  stations,  shall  be 
transmitted  in  the  mails  of  the  United  States 
under  penalty  indicia:  Provided,  however, 
That  each  publication  shall  bear  such  in¬ 
dicia  as  are  prescribed  by  the  Postmaster 
General  and  shall  be  mailed  under  such  reg¬ 
ulations  as  the  Postmaster  General  may  from 
time  to  time  prescribe.  Such  publications 
may  be  mailed  from  the  principal  place  of 
business  of  the  station  or  from  an  estab¬ 
lished  subunit  of  said  station. 

“Sec.  7.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
hereby  charged  with  the  responsibility  for 
the  proper  administration  of  this  act,  and 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  prescribe  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  its  provisions.  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Secretary  to  furnish  such  ad¬ 
vice  and  assistance  as  will  best  promote  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  including  participation 
in  coordination  of  research  initiated  under 
this  act  by  the  State  agricultural  experiment 
stations,  from  time  to  time  to  indicate  such 
lines  of  inquiry  as  to  him  seem  most  impor¬ 
tant,  and  to  encourage  and  assist  in  the 
establishment  and  maintenance  of  coopera¬ 
tion  by  and  between  the  several  State  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations,  and  between 
the  stations  and  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

“On  or  before  the  first  day  of  July  in  each 
year  after  the  passage  of  this  act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  shall  ascertain  as  to  each 
State  whether  it  is  entitled  to  receive  its 
share  of  the  annual  appropriations  for  agri¬ 
cultural  experiment  stations  under  this  act 
and  the  amount  which  thereupon  each  is  en¬ 
titled,  respectively,  to  receive. 

“Whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  from  the  annual  statement  of 
receipts  and  expenditures  of  funds  by  any 
State  agricultural  experiment  station  that 


-3- 


<*? 


15- 


19- 


20. 


MARKETING.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reoorted  with  amendment  S.  1757*  provid¬ 
ing  penalties  for  violations  of  grade  marking  standards  of  products  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce  under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  (H.  Rept.  llj.68)  (o. 

10133). 


EXTENSION  WORK.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S*  2098, 
authorizing  appropriations  to  be  used  for  agricultural  extension  work  for 
>ecial  circumstances  in  regard  to  low-income  farmers  (H.  Rept.  II4.O9)  (p*> 

l*Vk) . 

17*  RICE.XThe  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  73^7*  providing 
that  t\e  1956  national  acreage  allotment  on  rice  shall  be  established  which 
is  less\;han  85%  of  the  final  allotment  established  for  the  immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  ye\^  (H.  Rept.  llj.62)  (p.  10133). 

18.  FARM  LABOR,  deceived  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  3322,  which  provides  a 
3g  year  extension  (until  June  30*  1959)  of  the  Mexican  farm-labor  program, 
relieves  employers  of  double  liability  for  the  cost  of  returning  a  worker 
to  Mexico  where  the  employer  has  paid  once  for  such  movement  but  the  Mexican 
does  not  return  and, is  later  apprehended,  and  specifies  that  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  is  to  obtain^ information  on  the  availability  of  domestic  workers, 
prevailing  wage  rates  and  labor  shortages  in  the  area,  and  then  post  public¬ 
ly  the  number  of  worker^to  be  imported  (H.  Rept.  llj.99)  (op.  10090-1). 


21. 


COMMODITY  CREDIT  CORPORATION*.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  2851, 
authorizing  the  distribution?-,  of  agricultural  commodities  owned  by  the  CCC 
to  persons  in  need  in  areas  of  acute  distress  (H.  Rept.  1I4.5O)  (0.  10091)* 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  until  June  30,  1957,  upon 
request  of  a  State  Governor,  to  distribute  to  a  central  point  in  the  State 
concerned,  wheat  flour  and  corn  meal  owned  by  the  CCC  using  See.  32  funds 
limited  to  . ;15  million  a  year. 

/  \ 

Jr  ^ 

WATER  RESOURCES.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  3990,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  tpf  investigate  and  report  to  the  Congress  on 
projects  for  the  conservation,  development,  and  utilization  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  Alaska  (H.  Rept.  \)jhl )  (p.  10089). 

/ 

ROADS.  Rejected,  by  a  vote  of  123  to  292,  H.  R*  llxfh,  the  Federal-aid  highway 
construction  bill  (op.  10091-10122).  The  House  had  previously  rejected  a 
motion  to  recommit  tha/bill  by  a  vote  of  193  to  221.  The  Dondero  substitute, 
to  enact  the  President's  road  program,  was  re jected-  by  a  vote  of  178  to  l8i_|. . 
During  the  debate  on  the  bill.  Rep.  Gavin  criticized  the  farm  leaders  of  the 
House  on  their  concept  of  "fiscal  responsibility”  in  regard  to  farm  subsidies 
and  price  supports.  Rep.  Jones,  Ala.,  offered  an  amendment  which  was  accept¬ 
ed,  preventing/ --the  use  of  highway  construction  funds  to  reimburse  utilities 
for  relocation  of  their  lines  when  in  conflict  with  the  construction  program; 
and  during  debate  on  this  amendment  there  was  discussion  of  the  extent  to 
which  it  would  have  benefited  REA  cooperatives. 


22.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  722 1+,  the  mutual  security 
appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1501 )  (po,  10122-3). 

y  \ 

E  PRODUCTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consider- 
ion  of  H.  R.  7U70,  to  amend  the  Defense  Production  Act  (o.  1012lj.). 


FARM-CITY  WEEK.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported 
to  the  full  oommittee  H.  J.  Res.  317,  designating  the  last  week  in  October 
of  each  year  as  National  Farm-City  Week  (p.  D79&). 


-1,- 


SURPLUS  GRAINS.  Rep.  Reuss  criticized  the  Interior  Department  for  allegedly 
’’winking  at  duck-baiting  violations,'*  and  suggested  that  deteriorated  surplus 

grains  owned  by  the  CCC  should  be  used  for  wildlife  feeding  purposes  (pp. 
0128-9). 


26. 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  the  following  bills:  H.  R.  7&18,  to  amend  Sec.  8  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act  (H.  Rent.  1473);  and  S.  1849*  to  provide  for  the  grant  of 


career-conditional  and  career  appointments  in  the  competitive  civil  service 
to  indefinite  employees  who  previously  qualified  for  comoetitive  appointment 
(H.  Rept •  'li+98 )  (op.  10133-V). 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  3255* 
to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of  1949*  to  prevent  loss  of  salary  after  an 
employee  has  held  a  position  for  more  than  2  years  (p»  D79&). 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  announced  the  appointment  of 
the  following  investigative  subcommittees  under  authority  of  H.  Res.  3^4: 
Subcommittee  on  Manpower  Utilization  and  Departmental  Personnel  Management 
(Rep.  Davis,  Ga.,  Chairman),  and'  Subcommittee  on  Civil  Service  Commission  and 
Personnel  Programs  (Rep.  Morrison,  Chairman)  (p*  D79^)  • 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  reported  to  the  full 
committee  claims  of  Federal  employees  for  the  recovery  of  fees,  salaries,  or 
compensation  (p.  D796) •  V 


27. 


PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.R. 
6l82,  to  make  temporary  provision  for  making  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  v/ith 
respect  to  certain  real  property  transferred  by  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  and  its  subsidiaries  to  other  Government  departments  (H.  Rept. 

11+53)  (p.  10132). 

The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  7227, 
to  authorize  the  disposal  of  surplus  property  for  civil  defense  purposes,  and 
to  provide  that  certain  Federal  surplus,  property  be  disposed  of  to  State  and 
local  civil  defense  organizations  which  are  established  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law  (K.  Rept.  ll+55)  (p.  10133). 


28. 


MINIMUM  MAGE.  The  conferees  on  S.  2168,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
of  1938  so  as  to  provide  for  an  increase  to  £1  of  the  minimum  wage  provisions, 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  (p.  D797)* 


29-  RECLAMATION;  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Public  Morks  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  K.  R.  7195»  "to  provide  for  the  reconveyance  of  lands  in  certain  reservoii 
projects  in  Texas  to  the  former  owners  (H.  Rept.  ll+6l)  (p.  10133). 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.R. 
1603,  to  terminate  the  prohibition  against  employment  of  Mongolian  labor  in 
the  construction  of  reclamation  projects  (H.  Rept.  1502)  (p.  10131+)° 

The  Aspinall  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
approved  for  reporting  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  1+719*  "to  authorize  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  of  the  Hells  Canyon  Dam  (o.  D795). 


30.  MINERALS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 
H.  R.  699I+*  to  provide  for  entry  and  location,  on  discovery  of  a  valuable 
source  material  upon  public  lands  of  the  U.  S.  classified  as  or  known  to  be 
valuable  for  coal  (H.  Rept.  ll+78)  (p.  10133)* 


31.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Majority  Leader  scheduled  consideration  of  H.  R. 

61+55*  the  natural  gas  bill,  for  July  28.  Mien  questioned  about  House  adjourn¬ 
ment,  the  Majority  Leader  replied,  ”1  would  say  we  can  reasonably  expect  to 
do  so  (adjourn)  by  next  Tuesday  or  ''Wednesday.  That  would  be  my  best  guess." 
(p.  1012L+.) 


84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
1st  Session  )  (  No.  1463 


INSPECTION  OF  AGRICULTURAL  COMMODITIES— 

PENALTIES 


July  27,  1955. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  1757] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  1757)  to  amend  the  act  known  as  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946,  approved  August  14,  1946,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the  colon,  strike  out  the  remainder 
of  section  1  and  insert  the  following: 

Whoever  knowingly  shall  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any 
official  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  or  other  identification,  or  device  for  mak¬ 
ing  such  mark  or  identification,  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality, 
size,  quantity,  or  condition,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  section,  or  knowingly 
cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  false  making,  issuing, 
altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess  without 
promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  representative,  utter, 
publish,  or  use  as  true,  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true,  any  such 
falsely  made,  altered,  forced,  or  counterfeited  official  certificate,  memorandum, 
mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  w'hoever  knowingly  represents  that  an  agri¬ 
cultural  product  has  been  officially  inspected  or  graded  (by  an  authorized  inspector 
or  grader)  under  the  authority  of  this  section  when  such  commodity  has  in  fact 
not  been  so  graded  or  inspected  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 


STATEMENT 

This  bill  was  requested  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  (1) 
remove  any  question  which  may  have  resulted  from  a  change  in 
appropriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of  penalties  for  forgery 
of  inspection  certificates  covering  agricultural  commodities,  and  (2) 
expand  and  tighten  provisions  for  such  penalties. 
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A  provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  of  1930 
provides  for  a  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  for  forgery,  alteration, 
or  other  misuse  of  inspection  certificates  issued  under  that  act  or 
under  any  act  making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  (7  U.  S.  C.  499n  (b)).  In  fiscal  year  1954  and  prior  years  the 
annual  agricultural  appropriation  acts  authorized  the  inspection  and 
grading  of  agricultural  commodities  and  the  issuance  of  appropriate 
certificates  therefor.  Similar  authority  was  also  provided  in  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  The  1955  and  1956  appropria¬ 
tion  acts  no  longer  refer  to  the  issuance  of  certificates  for  inspection 
and  grading  services.  Such  certificates  are  now  issued  under  the 
authority  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1946,  which  contains  no  penalty 
provision  such  as  that  in  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities 
Act.  To  clarify  this  matter  and  to  insure  continuation  of  protection 
for  all  inspection  certificates,  new  legislation  is  needed.  It  is  desirable 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  rather  than  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act  since  the  basic  provisions  of  the  latter 
act  are  applicable  only  to  fresh  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables,  while 
the  safeguards  for  official  certificates,  memoranda,  marks,  and  grade 
designations  should  apply  to  all  commodities. 

The  penalty  provision  which  would  be  added  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Act  of  1946  by  S.  1757  is  more  inclusive  and  stricter  and 
affords  greater  protection  to  the  inspection  service  than  the  penalty 
provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act.  It  covers 
violations  of  such  regulations  as  may  be  issued  to  govern  the  use  of 
inspection  certificates,  memorandums,  marks,  identifications,  and  de¬ 
vices.  It  is  applicable  to  memorandums,  marks,  identifications,  e.  g., 
United  States  standards,  and  devices,  such  as  meat-grading  stamps,  as 
well  as  inspection  certificates.  It  covers  the  possession  and  use,  as  well 
as  publication  or  utterance  of  false  material  or  devices.  It  omits  the 
requirement  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  that  the 
act  be  done  “for  a  fraudulent  purpose.’'  It  covers  false  or  deceptive 
representations  in  connection  with  any  United  States  standard  or  in¬ 
spection,  grading,  or  certification  service  issued  or  authorized  under 
the  act.!  It  increases  the  maximum  fine  from  $500  to  $1,000.  The 
Senate  bill  would  also  repeal  the  farm  products  inspection  clause  and 
the  provisions  of  the  Produce  Agency  Act  which  also  provide  for  the 
inspection  of  agricultural  commodities. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

After  the  passage  of  the  bill  by  the  Senate,  some  representatives 
of  industry  voiced  objection  to  the  scope  of  the  bill,  contending  that 
the  inspection  and  grading  service  could  be  adequately  protected  by 
legislation  less  general  and  comprehensive.  Consultations  were  had 
with  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who  testified  before 
this  committee  that  certain  modifications  of  S.  1757  suggested  by 
industry  representatives  would  be  agreeable  to  the  Department. 

These  suggestions  would  amend  S.  1757  in  the  following  respects: 

(1)  Delete  the  criminal  penalty  for  violations  of  regulations.  It  is 
believed  that  other  provisions  of  the  bill  are  broad  enough  to  obviate 
the  need  for  triminal  sanctions  for  violations  of  regulations.  It  is 
recognized,  hoVever,  that  regulations  are  necessary  to  specify  the 
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certificates,  memorandums,  marks,  identifications,  or  devices  which 
are  to  be  considered  official. 

(2)  Restrict  the  provisions  for  false  or  deceptive  representations 
to  a  representation  that  an  agricultural  product  has  been  officially 
inspected  or  graded  when  such  commodity  has  in  fact  not  been  so 
inspected  or  graded.  This  latter  type  of  misrepresentation  has  caused 
considerable  difficulty  in  the  past.  Other  important  types  of  mis¬ 
representation  are  covered  by  the  provisions  dealing  with  the  publica¬ 
tion,  utterance,  or  use  of  false  material. 

(3)  Insert  the  term  “knowingly”  to  make  clear  that  inadvertent  or 
innocent  violations  are  not  to  be  prosecuted.  It  is  not  intended, 
however,  that  fraudulent  purpose  is  to  be  an  element  of  the  crime. 

(4)  Insert  the  term  “official”  to  describe  the  type  of  material  which 
will  be  the  subj  ect  matter  of  violations. 

The  committee  is  informed  that  these  amendments  to  S.  1757  will 
adequately  protect  the  inspection  service  and  official  certificates, 
memorandums,  marks,  identifications,  United  States  standards,  and 
devices  used  in  connection  therewith.  The  committee  has,  there¬ 
fore,  adopted  these  amendments  and  recommends  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  bill  (S.  1757)  as  amended. 

The  letter  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  requesting  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  attached. 

Apeil  13,  1955. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives. 

Dsar  Mr.  Sp3aker:  There  is  transmitted  herewith  for  consideration  by  the 
Congress  proposed  legislation  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946. 
The  amendment  provides  additional  safeguards  against  forgery  or  alteration  of 
inspection  certificates,  unauthorized  use  of  official  grade  marks  or  designations, 
and  false  or  deceptive  reference  to  United  States  grade  standards  or  services. 

Under  existing  legislation  a  provision  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities 
Act  of  1930  provides  for  a  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  for  forgery,  alteration 
or  other  misuse  of  inspection  certificates  issued  under  that  act  or  under  any  act 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (7  U.  S.  C.  499n  (b)). 
This  is  the  only  statute  protecting  the  integrity  of  such  certificates  issued  by  the 
Department  or  by  Federal-State  permissive  inspection  or  grading  services  for 
meat,  dairy,  poultry,  fruits,  vegetables,  and  related  products.  In  the  fiscal  year 
1954  and  prior  years  the  annual  agricultural  appropriation  acts  authorized  the 
inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  and  the  issuance  of  appropriate 
certificates  therefor.  Similar  authority  for  such  inspection  and  grading  services 
was  also  provided  in  the  Agriculture  Marketing  Act  of  1946.  In  the  interest  of 
simplifying  the  appropriation  language  by  eliminating  therefrom  language  for 
which  there  was  adequate  authority  in  other  acts,  the  1955  appropriation  no 
longer  refers  to  the  issuance  of  certificates  for  inspection  and  grading  services. 
Such  certificates  are  issued  under  authority  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946,  which  does  not  contain  a  penalty  provision  such  as  that  in  the  Perishable 
Agricultural  Commodities  Act.  To  clarify  this  matter,  particularly  since  a 
criminal  penalty  is  involved,  and  to  assure  continuation  of  this  protection  for  all 
inspection  certificates,  this  proposed  legislation  is  needed.  It  is  desirable  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  rather  than  the  Perishable  Agricultural  Com¬ 
modities  Act  since  the  basic  provisions  of  the  latter  act  are  applicable  only  to 
to  fresh  and  frozen  fruits  and  vegetables,  while  this  safeguard  for  official  certificates 
applies  to  all  commodities. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  statute  be  further  amended  to  prohibit  the  unauthorized 
use  of  official  grade  marks  or  designations  and  the  making  of  false  or  deceptive 
references  to  United  States  grade  standards  or  inspection  services.  Inspection  or 
grading  for  quality  by  the  USDA  is  an  integral  part  of  the  marketing  function  for 
many  of  these  important  agricultural  products.  False,  deceptive,  or  unauthorized 
marks  or  claims  concerning  the  United  States  grades  or  the  Government  inspection 
relating  thereto  are  detrimental  to  the  best  interests  of  the  producer,  distributors, 
and  consumers.  At  present  the  Department  has  no  direct  protection  for  itself 
or  for  the  public  against  such  practices. 
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The  amendment  includes  the  imposition  of  a  fine  not  to  exceed  $1,000  for  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  act.  This  is  consistent  with  provisions  of  other  laws  under  which  the 
inspection  and  grading  of  agricultural  commodities  are  authorized. 

Additional  funds,  if  any,  required  for  the  administration  of  the  act  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  this  statute  would  be  small  and  would  depend  on  the  regulations 
issued  governing  the  use  of  official  grade  marks. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  program  of 
the  President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  proposed  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946 

Hi  *  9{c  *  *  *  * 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  directed  and  authorized: 

******* 

(h)  To  inspect,  certify,  and  identify  the  class,  quality,  quantity,  and  condition 
of  agricultural  products  when  shipped  or  received  in  interstate  commerce,  under 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe,  including 
assessment  and  collection  of  such  fees  as  will  be  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may 
be  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  service  rendered,  to  the  end  that  agricultural  products 
may  be  marketed  to  the  best  advantage,  that,  trading  may  be  facilitated,  and  that 
consumers  may  be  able  to  obtain  the  quality  product  which  they  desire,  except 
that  no  person  shall  be  required  to  use  the  service  authorized  by  this  subsection. 
Any  official  certificate  issued  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived  by  all  officers  and  all  courts  of  the  United  States  as  prima  facie  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein  contained.  Whoever  knowingly  shall  falsely 
make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  official  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  or 
other  identification,  or  device  for  making  such  mark  or  identification,  with  respect  to 
inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity,  or  condition,  issued  or  authorized 
under  this  section,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  parly  to, 
such  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly 
shall  possess  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  repre¬ 
sentative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true,  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as 
true,  any  si,ch  falsely  made,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  official  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or  whoever  knowingly  represents  that  an 
agricultural  product  has  been  officially  inspected  or  graded  {by  an  authorized  inspec¬ 
tor  or  grader )  under  the  authority  of  this  section  when  such  commodity  has  in  fact  not 
been  so  graded  or  inspected  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  both. 


(7  U.  S.  C.  414) 

§  414.  Investigation  and  certification  of  condition,  etc.,  of  any  agricultural  commodity  or  food  product 
offered  for  interstate  shipment 

{[Investigations  and  certifications  are  authorized,  in  one  or  more  jurisdictions, 
to  shippers  and  other  interested  parties  the  class,  quality,  and  condition  of  any 
agricultural  commodity  or  food  product,  whether  raw  or  processed,  and  any 
product  containing  an  agricultural  commodity  or  derivative  thereof  when  offered 
for  interstate  shipment  or  when  received  at  such  important  central  markets  as 
the  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time  designate,  or  at  points  which  may  be  con¬ 
veniently  reached  therefrom  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe, 
including  the  collection  of  such  fees  as  are  reasonable  and  as  nearly  as  may  cover 
the  cost  of  the  service  rendered.  1 
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(7  U.  S.  C.  492) 

§  492.  Investigation  of  quality  and  condition  of  produce  received  in  interstate  commerce;  issuance  of 
certificate;  certificate  as  evidence 

[The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  by  regulation  provide  for  the  making  of 
prompt  investigations  and  the  issuing  of  certificates  as  to  the  quality  and  condition 
of  produce  received  in  interstate  commerce  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon 
application  of  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  shipping,  receiving, 
or  financially  interested  in,  such  produce.  Such  regulations  shall  designate  the 
classes  of  persons  qualified  and  authorized  to  make  such  investigations  and  issue 
such  certificates,  except  that  any  such  investigation  shall  be  made  and  any  such 
certificate  shall  be  issued  by  at  ieast  two  disinterested  persons  in  any  case  where 
such  investigation  is  not  made  by  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  or  of  any  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  or  of  the  District  of 
Columbia.  A  certificate  made  in  compliance  with  such  regulations  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  in  all  Federal  courts  of  the  truth  of  the  statements  therein 
contained  as  to  the  quality  and  condition  of  the  produce;  but  if  any  such  certificate 
is  put  in  evidence  by  any  party,  in  any  civil  or  criminal  proceeding,  the  opposite 
party  shall  be  permitted  to  cross-examine  any  person  signing  such  certificate, 
called  as  a  witness  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  as  to  his  qualifications  and 
authority  and  as  to  the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  such  certificate.] 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  20, 1955 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
July  27, 1955 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 


To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 
1946”,  approved  August  14,  1946 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  subsection  (h)  of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Mar- 

4  keting  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1622  (h)  )  is  hereby 

5  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

6  sentence :  “W-kecyer  shall  violate  any  provision  of  any  regn- 

7  lation  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern 

8  1 t~\  iv  f\ o C< pcjoi  Ai  *  /  \i»  it  /  ppvti fi  /vfl  f  AQ  114  PTVl-Al’O  11  rl  fl  Til  Cl  vlr  C*  /4T» 

9  other  identifications  with  respect  to  inspection,  class? 

10  quality?  size?  quantity  or  condition?  or  devices  for 
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other  identification,  or  device  for  making  such  mark  or  iden¬ 
tification,  with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size, 
quantity,  or  condition,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  section 


or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  he  a  party 
to,  such  false  making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  counter¬ 
feiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  possess,  without  promptly 
notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  representative, 
utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true,  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published, 
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or  used,  as  true,  any  such  falsely  made,  altered,  forged,  or 
counterfeited  official  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identifi¬ 
cation,  or  device,  or  whoever  knowingly  represents  that  an 
agricultural  product  has  been  officially  inspected  or  graded 
(by  an  authorized  inspector  or  grader)  under  the  authority 
of  this  section  adieu  such  commodity  has  in  fact,  not  been  so 
graded  or  inspected  shall  be  fined,  not  more  than  $ 1,000  or 
imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both." . 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause  contained 
in  various  appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  0.  414)  and  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce- 
Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492)  are  hereby 
repealed. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  17  (legislative  day,  June  14), 
1955. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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38.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RSIATIONS.  Sen*  Sutler  inserted  a  newspaper  article  favoring 
N.  Federal  collaboration  with  State  and  local  governments  (p0  A5627)q 

39*  COOPERATIVES ;  TAXATION.  Rep.  Cooper  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Secretary  of 

the  Treasury  suggesting  that  the  legislation  on  income  taxation  of  cooperatives 
be  tightened  (pp*  A5632-3) • 

(VO.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Bender  inserted  an  address  by  J.  B.  Black  favoring  a 
Government— private  "partnership"  in  the  power  development  of  the  west  (pp* 
A5636-8). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED  -  July  29 

41.  CLAIMS;  ARPROPRIATIONS.  S*  2678,  by  Sen.  Smith,  N®  J®,  "relating  to  the  pay¬ 

ment  of  certain  claims  against  the  Government  where  the  appropriations  there¬ 
for  have  lapsed";  to  Government  Operations  Committee  (p®  10341).  Remarks  of 
author  (pp.  10341-2). 

42.  MARKETING.  S®  2634,  by  Sen.  Ellender,  "to  facilitate  the  marketing  of  agricul¬ 

tural  commodities";  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p®  10341)* 

ll.  ACCOUNTING.  S.  2677,  by  Sen.  Smith,  N®  J®,  "to  relieve  certain  officers  of 

financial  liability  except  in  cases  of  gross  negligence  or  fraud";  to  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  Committee  (p.  1034l)«  Remarks  of  author  (pp.  10341-2)* 

44®  ROADS.  H.  R.  7729,  by  Rep.  Dempsey,  to  authorize  road  appropriations;  to  Public 
Works  Committee  (p.  10466). 

45.  LAND  TRANSFER.  H.  R.  7723,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey 

certain  lands  in  Phelps  County,  Mo.,  to  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  Rolla,  Mo.; 
to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  1C466). 

46.  CONSERVATION.  H.  J.  Res.  415-425,  to  provide  for  observance  of  the  50th  anni¬ 

versary  of  the  founding  of  the  conservation  movement  for  natural  resources;  to 
Judiciary  Committee  (p«  10467). 

47.  PERSONNEL.  H,  J.  Res.  426,  by  Rep,  Moss,  to  authorize  the  President  to  proclaim 

as  Civil  Service  Week  the  week  beginning  Jan.  17,  1956,  in  commemoration  of 
the  73rd  anniversary  of  the  American  civil-service  system;  to  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  (p.  10467). 

HOUSE  -  July  30 

48.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1167,  to  permit  ACP  payments  to 

persons  who  carry  out  conservation  practices  on  federally  owned  noncropland 
which  directly  conserve  or  benefit  nearby  or  adjoining  private  lands  of  such 
persons  (p.  10589).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7236,  to  permit  approval  of  water  conserva¬ 
tion  practices  under  ACP  in  ary  State  instead  of  "in  arid  or  semiarid  sections" 
(p.  10592). 

49.  MARKETING.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  5337,  to  amend  the  Perishable  Agricul¬ 

tural  Commodities  Act  so  as  to  strengthen  the  provisions  relating  to  misbrand¬ 
ing  or  misrepresentation  of  grade  and  origin  of  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables, 
increase  the  maximum  annual  license  fee  from  the  present  ?15  per  year  to  >25, 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  deny  issuance  of  a  license  to  any  person 
convicted  of  a  felony  in  ary  State  or  Federal  court,  authorize  the  Secretary  t-o 


52, 


53, 


deny  a  license  to  any  a  )plicant  who  has  been  involved  in  bankruptcy  proceed 
within  3  years  unless  the  applicant  furnishes  a  bond  or  other  assurance, 
apower  the  Secretary  to  suspend  the  license  of  a  person  who  employs  in 
mnsible  position  an  individual  whose  .‘license  is  under  suspension,  a 
vid^v  aut hority  for  the  inspection  of  ary  perishable  commodity  covered  by 
Act  Oppn  10590-1) o  / 

Passed  as  reported  Sc  1757,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of 


1946  so  as  to  remove  any  question  which  may  have  resulted  from  a  change  in 
appropriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of  pena?,_ties  for  forgery  of 
inspection  certificates  covering  agricultural  commodities,  and  to  expand  and 
tighten  provisions  for  such  penalties  (p.  10607)* 

'  ffie  ji’gric&ture  dommitiee  reported"  wii&out  amendment  H  J R ,  to  pro- 

vide  for  loans  for  development  of  central  market  facilities  to  handle  perish¬ 
able  agricultural  commodities  (H«  Rept.  l602)(p.  10677)* 


50.  FARM  LOANS®  Passed  without  amendment  So  1758,  to  amend  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act  relating  to  the  insurance  of  farm  real  estate  mortgages  so  the 
mortgages  can  be  made  directly  to  the  Government  instead  of  to  the  banks  (pp* 
10593-4)  •  This  bill  will\now  be  sent  to  the  Presidents 

Passed  as  reported  So’'  1621,  to  authorize  adjustment  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  of  certain  obligations  of  settlers  on  projects  developed  under  oi 
subject  to  the  Wheeler-Case  Act  of  1939  (p.  10655) a 


51.  RESEARCH.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1759,  to  consolidate  authorization  legislation 
regarding  Federal  aid  to  State  agricultural  experiment  stations  (pp.  10594-6). 


C0W0DITY  EXCHANGES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1051,  to  amend  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  so  as  to  authorize  increases  in  fees  and  charges  for  registrations 
and  renewals  and  for  copies  of  registration  certificates  (p.  10601),  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \ 


TRADE  DEVELOPMENT . '  Passed  without  amendment  S*  2253,  to  reemphasize  trade 
development  as  the  primary  purpose  of  title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress; 
to  increase  the  funds  available  under  that  title  from  4s>700  million  to  s,?lo5 
billion;  and  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  the  nations 
with  whom  agreements  will  be  negotiated,  and  the  quantities  and  commodities 
involved  (pp.  10601-2 ) „  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


54*  EXTENSION  WORK.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2098,  to  authorize  special  ap pr opr iat ions 
for  extension  work  among  low-income  farmers.  (pp0  10612-13), 


55.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Passed  with  amendment  S„  2391,  to  amend  and  extend  the 

Defense  Production  Act0  Several  amendments,  to  prohibit  without -compensation 
employees,  were  rejected.  House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  (pp, 
10620-30,  10774-5). 


56. 


SUGAR.  Passed,  194  to  44,  with  amendments  H.  R.  7030,  to  amend  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  1948  (pp.  10630-51)*  Agreed,  123-37,  to  an  amendment  by  Rep. 
Dixon  to  strike  out  Sec.  20  of  the  committee  version,  which  provides  that 
sugar  shall  be  supported  at  90$  of  parity  through  loans,  purchases,  or  other 
operations  (pp.  10645-51).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Rep*  Laird  to  strike  out 
provisions  directed  at  Peru  and  the  Philippines  (pp«  10644-5)* 


57. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL  ,  1956.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  ^ 
report  on  this  bill,  H*  R.  7278,  and  acted  upon  amendments  in  disagreement  (pp* 
10554-9,  10733-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  A  statement 
on  the  ITSDA  items  is  attached  to  this  Digest. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  352  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  the  first  sentence 
thereof  and  inserting  Provided,  however, 
That  for  1956  no  national  acreage  allotment 
shall  be  established  which  is  less  than  85 
percent  of  the  final  allotment  established 
for  the  immediately  preceding  year.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  and  a  similar 
House  bill  (H.  R.  7367)  were  laid^on  the 
table. 


cultural  product  has  been  officially  inspected 
or  graded  (by  an  authorized  inspector  or 
grader)  under  the  authority  of  this  section 
when  such  commodity  has  in  in  fact  not 
been  so  graded  or  inspected  shall  be  fined 
not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not 
more  than  1  year,  or  both.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
|  passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
;  laid  on  the  table. 


The  title  of  the  bill  was  amended  to 


read: 


C( 


INSPECTION  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES— PENALTY 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  1757)  to 
amend  the  act  known  as  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  approved 
August  14,  1946. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  subsection  (h)  of 
section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act 
of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C.  1622  (h) )  is  hereby  amend¬ 
ed  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence:  ‘‘Whoever  shall  violate 
any  provision  of  any  regulation  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  govern  the 
possession  or  use  of  certificates,  memoranda, 
marks,  or  other  identifications  with  respect 
to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quan¬ 
tity,  or  condition,  or  devices  for  making  such 
marks  or  identifications,  issued,  or  author¬ 
ized  under  this  act,  or  falsely  make,  issue, 
alter,  forge,  or  counterfeit  any  such  certifi¬ 
cate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or 
device,  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or  aid, 
assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  violation,  false 
making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or  coun¬ 
terfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  pos¬ 
sess  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  or  his  representative, 
utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true  or  cause  to  be 
uttered,  published,  or  used  as  true  any  such 
false,  altered,  forged,  or  counterfeited  certifi¬ 
cate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or 
device,  or  in  any  manner  make  any  false  or 
deceptive  representation  in  connection  with 
any  United  States  standard  or  inspection, 
grading,  or  certification  service  issued  or  au¬ 
thorized  under  this  act  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  1  year,  or  both. 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause 
contained  in  various  appropriation  acts  (7 
U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce 
Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7  U.  S.  C.  492) 
are  hereby  repealed. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Beginning  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the 
colon,  strike  out  the  remainder  of  section  1 
and  insert  the  following:  “Whoever  know¬ 
ingly  shaU  falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge, 
or  counterfeit  any  official  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark,  or  other  identification,  or  de¬ 
vice  for  making  such  mark  or  identification, 
with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  qual¬ 
ity,  size,  quantity,  or  condition,  issued  or 
authorized  under  this  section,  or  knowingly 
cause  or  procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a 
party  to,  such  false  making,  issuing,  altering, 
forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever  know¬ 
ingly  shall  possess  without  promptly  notify¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  repre¬ 
sentative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true,  or 
cause  to  be  uttered,  published,  or  used  as 
true,  any  such  falsely  made,  altered,  forged, 
or  counterfeited  official  certificate,  memo¬ 
randum,  mark,  identification,  or  device,  or 
whoever  knowingly  represents  that  an  agri¬ 


A  bill  to  authorize  the  conveyance  to  Lake 
County,  Calif.,  of  the  Lower  Lake  Rancheria, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


ONVEYANCE  TO  LAKE  COUNTY, 
CALIF.,  OF  LOWER  LAKE  RANCH¬ 
ERIA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  585) 
to  authorize  the  conveyance  to  Lake 
County,  Calif.,  of  the  Lower  Lake 
Rancheria. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  sell  to  the 
county  of  Leyke,  Calif.,  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  an  airport,  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
real  property  described  as  south  half  north¬ 
east  quarter,  and  lot  2,  section  34,  township 
13  north,  range  7  west.  Mount  Diablo  merld- 
j  ian,  containing  140.46  acres,  known  as  the 
Lower  Lake  Rancheria,  except  for  a  41-acre 
i  tract  described  in  section  2.  The  deed  shall 
;  be  made  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
:  to  the  Lake  County  Board  of  Supervisors, 
and  the  purchase  price  shall  be  the  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of  such  property  at  the  time  of  sale 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  The  purchase  price  shall  be  placed 
in  a  special  account  in  the  Treasury  known 
as  the  California  Indians  4  percent  judgment 
fund. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  issue  a  patent  in 
fee  or  an  unrestricted  deed  of  conveyance  to 
Harry  Johnson  for  the  following-described 
land,  to  wit:  Beginning  at  a  point  on  the  east 
line  of  lot  2,  of  section  34,  township  13  north, 

'  range  7  west,  Mount  Diablo  base  and  me- 
;  ridian,  that  is  north  48  degrees  21  minutes 
45.5  seconds  west,  2,561.46  feet  from  the 
southeast  corner  of  section  34,  said  township 
and  range;  and  from  said  point  of  beginning 
running  thence  north  48  degrees  17  minutes 
30  seconds  west,  1,714.81  feet  to  a  point  on 
the  west  line  of  lot  2,  of  said  section  34,  that 
is  north  48  degrees  19  minutes  42.2  seconds 
west,  5,141.47  feet  from  the  southeast  corner 
of  said  section  34;  thence  south,  along  the 
west  line  of  lot  2  of  said  section  34  to  the 
meander  line  of  Clear  Lake:  thence  south¬ 
easterly,  along  said  meander  line  of  Clear 
Lake,  to  the  east  line  of  lot  2,  said  section 
34;  and  thence  north,  along  the  east  line  of 
lot  2,  said  section  34,  to  the  point  of  begin¬ 
ning,  containing  41  acres  more  or  less. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  2,  line  4,  strike  out  the  sentence: 
j  “The  purchase  price  shall  be  placed  in  a 
special  account  in  the  Treasury  known  as 
the  California  Indians  4  percent  judgment 
fund”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  sen¬ 
tence:  “The  proceeds  of  the  sale  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States  to  tbe  credit  of  the  Indians  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  their  4  percent  judgment  fund 
established  under  section  6  of  the  act  of 
May  18,  1928  (ch.  623,  45  Stat.  601,  603).” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


CONVEYANCE  TO  STATE  OF  NORTH 

DAKOTA  SITE  OF  ORIGINAL  SIT¬ 
TING  BULL  BURIAL 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  7284) 
to  provide  for  the  conveyance  to  the 
State  of  North  Dakota  for  use  as  a  State 
historic  site  of  the  land  where  Chief 
Sitting  Bull  was  originally  buried. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  bill  (S.  535)  to  provide  for  the 
conveyance  to  the  State  of  North  Dakota, 
for  use  as  a  State  historic  site,  of  the  land 
where  Chief  Sitting  Bull  was  originally 
buried,  may  be  sustituted  in  lieu  of  the 
House  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  to  the  State  of  North  Dakota  for  use 
as  a  State  historic  site  all  right,  title,  and 
interest,  except  as  provided  in  section  2,  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Standing  Rock 
Sioux  Tribe  of  Indians  to  that  parcel  of  land 
within  the  Standing  Rock  Reservation,  N. 
Dak.,  which  is  the  site  where  Chief  Sitting 
Bull  was  originally  buried  and  is  more  par¬ 
ticularly  described  as  follows:  The  southeast 
quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter, 
and  the  southwest  quarter  of  the  southwest 
quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  the 
southeast  quarter  of  section  12,  township 
130  north,  range  80  west,  fifth  principal  mer¬ 
idian,  consisting  of  5  acres  more  or  less. 

Sec.  2.  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
act  shall — 

(a)  exclude  conveyance  of  any  rights  to  oil, 
gas,  or  other  mineral  deposits  in  the  land 
conveyed,  but  the  development  of  any  such 
mineral  deposits,  which  would  in  any  man¬ 
ner  interfere  with  the  use  of  such  land  as  a 
State  historic  site,  shall  not  be  permitted  so 
long  as  such  land  is  so  used;  and 

(b)  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  in  the 
event  the  land  conveyed  should  cease  to  be 
used  as  a  State  historic  site  title  to  such 
land  shall  revert  to  the  United  States  to  be 
held  in  the  same  manner  it  was  held  prior 
to  such  conveyance. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  and  a  similar 
House  bill  (H.  R.  7284)  were  laid  on  the 
table. 


TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  CERTAIN 
LAND  TO  THE  PUEBLO  OP  SAN 
LORENZO,  NEW  MEXICO 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  6625) 
to  provide  for  the  transfer  of  title  to 
certain  land  and  the  improvements 
thereon  to  the  Pueblo  of  San  Lorenzo 
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(Pueblo  of  Picuris) ,  in  New  Mexico,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
transfer  by  deed  to  the  Pueblo  of  San  Lorenzo 
(Pueblo  of  Picuris),  in  New  Mexico,  title  to 
certain  tracts  of  land,  together  with  the 
improvements  thereon,  situate,  lying,  and 
being  within  the  Pueblo  of  Picuris  Grant 
heretofore  confirmed  to  the  said  Pueblo  of 
Picuris  by  the  act  of  December  22,  1858  (11 
Stat.  374),  and  situate  in  section  30,  town¬ 
ship  23  north,  range  12  east.  New  Mexico 
principal  meridian,  within  the  county  of 
Taos  and  State  of  New  Mexico,  and  more 
particularly  described  as  follows: 

PARCEL  NUMBERED  1 

Beginning  at  the  northwest  Corner  of  par¬ 
cel  numbered  4,  hereinbelow  described, 
which  point  is  located  north  23  degrees  30 
minutes  east,  119.8  feet  from  a  United  States 
Land  Office  stake  marked  No.  8,  and  north 
51  degrees  7  minutes  east,  1,733.7  feet  from 
the  west  quarter  corner  of  section  30,  town¬ 
ship  23  north,  range  12  east,  New  Mexico 
principal  meridian;  thence  north  22  degrees 
00  minutes  east  32  feet  to  a  stake;  thence 
south  75  degrees  00  minutes  east  186  feet 
to  a  stake;  thence  south  65  degrees  00  min¬ 
utes  east  42  feet;  thence  south  29  degrees 
00  minutes  west  44  feet;  thence  north  67 
degrees  00  minutes  west  218  feet  to  the 
point  of  beginning,  containing  0.19  acre 
more  or  less. 

PARCEL  NUMBERED  2 

Beginning  at  a  point  in  the  north  line  of 
parcel  numbered  1  which  also  marks  the 
southeast  corner  of  parcel  numbered  3  and 
is  located  north  55  degrees  15  minutes  east, 
1,876.5  feet  from  the  west  quarter  corner  of 
section  30,  township  23  north,  range  12  east. 
New  Mexico  principal  meridian;  thence  north 
24  degrees  00  minutes  east  62  feet  to  a  stake; 
thence  north  77  degrees  00  minutes  east  63 
feet  to  a  stake;  thence  south  29  degrees  00 
minutes  west  99.5  feet;  thence  north  65 
degrees  00  minutes  west  42  feet  to  the  point 
of  beginning,  containing  0.08  acre  more  or 
less. 

PARCEL  NUMBERED  3 

Beginning  at  the  northwest  corner  of  par¬ 
cel  numbered  1  which  point  is  located  north 
22  degrees  00  minutes  east  32  feet  from  the 
northwest  corner  of  parcel  numbered  4  and 
north  50  degrees  38  minutes  east  1,762.1 
feet  from  the  west  quarter  corner  of  section 
30,  township  23  north,  range  12  east.  New 
Mexico  principal  meridian;  thence  north  22 
degrees  00  minutes  east  157.8  feet;  thence 
south  78  degrees  00  minutes  east  255.5  feet; 
thence  south  20  degrees  30  minutes  west 
91.8  feet;  thence  south  77  degrees  00  min¬ 
utes  west  63  feet  to  a  stake;  thence  south 
24  degrees  00  minutes  west  62  feet  to  a  stake; 
thence  north  75  degrees  00  minutes  west  186 
feet  to  the  point  of  beginning,  containing 
0.87  acre  more  or  less. 

PARCEL  NUMBERED  4 

Beginning  at  the  southwest  corner  whence 
the  northwest  corner  of  section  30,  town¬ 
ship  23  north,  range  12  east.  New  Mexico 
principal  meridian,  bears  north  40  degrees 
11  minutes  west  2,012  feet;  thence  south  69 
degrees  45  minutes  east  228  feet  to  corner 
No.  2,  which  is  the  southeast  corner;  thence 
north  23  degrees  32  minutes  east  120  feet  to 
corner  No.  3,  which  is  the  northeast  corner; 
thence  sould  69  degrees  45  minutes  west  228 
feet  to  corner  No.  4;  thence  south  23  degrees 
32  minutes  west  120  feet  to  corner  No.  1,  the 
place  of  beginning,  containing  0.63  acre. 

Sec.  2.  Such  deed  shall  vest  in  the  said 
pueblo  a  title  of  the  same  nature  and  char¬ 
acter  as  that  which  the  said  pueblo  had  be¬ 
fore  the  United  States  acquired  title  to  the 
premises  and  said  land  shall  thereafter  be 


subject  to  all  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
applicable  to  the  lands  of  the  said  pueblo. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  SECRETARY  OF  THE 
INTERIOR  TO  EXECUTE  A  CER¬ 
TAIN  CONTRACT  WITH  THE 
TOSTON  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 
(MONTANA) 

The  Clerk  called  House  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  353  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  execute  a  certain  con¬ 
tract  with  the  Toston  Irrigation  District, 
Montana. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  joint 
resolution? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Senate  Joint 
Resolution  82  be  substituted  in  lieu  of 
House  Joint  Resolution  353. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
joint  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  Senate  joint  resolution,  as 
follows:  \ 

Whereas  there  have  been  constructed  cer¬ 
tain  irrigation,  distribution  and  pumping 
works  for  the  Grow  Creek  pumping  unit, 
Montana,  as  a  part  of  the  Missouri  River 
Basin  project  (58  Stat.  887,  891) ;  and 

Whereas  said  works  were  constructed,  pur¬ 
suant  to  special  provisions  contained  in  the 
Interior  Department  Appropriation  Acts, 
1949  and  1950,  to  furnislt  new  lands  with 
irrigation  water  in  substitution  for  irrigated 
lands  in  Broadwater  County  Mont.,  inun¬ 
dated  by  the  operation  of  the  Canyon  Ferry 
Reservoir  at  a  maximum  normal-,  pool  eleva¬ 
tion  above  3,766  feet;  and 

Whereas  the  Toston  Irrigation  District  has 
been  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Montana  for  the  purpose  of  eirteriiig  into 
contractual  arrangements  with  the  United 
States;  and  \ 

Whereas  the  said  district  will  probably  fee 
unable  for  some  time  to  pay  to  the  United'5 
States  more  than  the  cost  of  operating  and 
maintaining  said  works,  exclusive  of  charges 
for  electrical  pumping  energy;  and 

Whereas  the  Congress  expects  said  district 
to  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  expand  its 
boundaries  and  otherwise  to  put  itself  in 
such  financial  shape  that,  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  not  more  than  10  years,  it  can  assume 
its  proper  obligations  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  (Act  of  June  17,  1902,  32 
Stat.  388,  and  acts  amendatory  thereof  or 
supplementary  thereto) :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  to  execute  a  contract 
with  Toston  Irrigation  District  which  pro¬ 
vides,  among  other  things,  that — 

(a)  the  district  will  pay  to  the  United 
States  each  year  the  full  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  operating  and  maintaining  the 
works  of  the  Crow  Creek  pumping  unit  dur¬ 
ing  that  year,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of  elec¬ 
trical  pumping  energy,  said  payment  to  be 
made,  as  far  as  the  cost  can  be  forecast  by 
the  Secretary  or  his  duly  authorized  dele¬ 
gate,  in  advance  and  in  not  more  than  two 
installments; 

(b)  the  United  States  will  deliver  to  the 
district,  as  far  as  conditions  permit,  water 
in  sufficient  quantity  to  furnish  two  acre- 
feet  per  irrigated  acre,  measured  at  the  farm 


turnouts,  for  use  on  the  irrigable  lands  of  the 
district; 

(c)  the  district  will,  in  addition  to  the 
amounts  specified  under  (a)  above,  pay  to  the 
United  States  such  sums  as  may  be  required 
to  cover  the  cost,  including  the  cost  of  elec¬ 
trical  pumping  energy,  of  furnishing  more 
than  two  acre-feet  per  irrigated  acre  as  here¬ 
inbefore  provided; 

(d)  the  district  acknowledges  and  will 
cause  each  landowner  to  whom  water  is  de¬ 
livered  to  acknowledge  that  the  contract 
confers  upon  it  and  them  no  right  to  the 
continued  operation  and  maintenance  of  said 
works  beyond  the  period  during  which  it  is 
in  force  unless,  prior  to  the  expiration 
thereof,  the  district  shall  have  entered  into 
a  long-term  contract  conforming  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  and 
that  no  permanent  right  to  the  use  of  water 
arises,  attaches  to  their  lands,  or  is  claimed 
to  arise  or  attach  to  their  lands  by  virtue 
of  the  delivery  of  water  through  said  works 
or  the  application  to  their  lands  of  such 
water; 

(e)  the  district  will  comply  fully  with  all 
provisions  of  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
which  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  act  and 
the  contract  executed  pursuant  to  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  herein;  and 

(f)  the  contract  shall,  subject  to  the  dis¬ 
trict’s  compliance  with  all  of  its  terms  and 
conditions,  continue  in  force  until  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1955,  and  shall  be  renewed  auto¬ 
matically  for  each  of  the  nine  succeeding 
calendar  years  unless  either  of  the  parties 
shall,  on  or  before  November  1  of  any  year, 
serve  written  notice  of  its  intention  that 
the  contract  shall  not  be  renewed. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

A  similar  House  resolution  (H.  J.  Res. 
353)  was  laid  on  the  table. 


ENTRY  AND  LOCATION,  ON  DISCOV¬ 
ERY  OF  A  VALUABLE  SOURCE  MA¬ 
TERIAL,  UPON  PUBLIC  LANDS  OF 

THE  UNITED  STATES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  6994) 
to  provide  for  entry  and  location,  on  dis¬ 
covery  of  a  valuable  source  material, 
upon  public  lands  of  the  United  States 
classified  as  or  known  to  be  valuable  for 
coal,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

'■Mr.  HINSHAW.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  did  I  hear  the 
termCvaluable  source  material”  used? 

The' -SPEAKER.  The  Chair  has  not 
read  all  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  HINSHAW.  Has  this  to  do  with 
uranium?  \ 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Yes;  it 
does.  \ 

Mr.  HINSHA^f.  Should  it  not  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Join’fevCommittee  on  Atomic 
Energy?  \ 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  it  has  to  do  with  uranium.  The  bill 
was  passed  last  year  with.an  amendment. 
It  has  no  place  with  the  Atomic  Energy 
Committee. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  'Objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  tn^  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  subject  tfe,  the 
conditions  and  provisions  of  this  act  anil  to 
any  valid  intervening  rights  acquired  uncbjr 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  public  landb. 
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17 •  FORESTS .  Sen*  Goldwater  spoke  in  support  of  S.  55,  to  authorize  the  USDA  to 
acquire  certain  forest  lands  from  the  Aztec  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  He  suggested 
that  certain  lobbying  activities  of  the  National  Lumber  Manufacturers  Associa¬ 
tion  were  preventing  favorable  action  on  the  bill  by  the  House,  and  inserted 
several  letters  from  interested  parties  supporting  that  contention  (oo.  10844-- 

i). 

I  \ 

18.  RESEARCH*  Sen.  Smith,  H*  J.,  inserted  a  newspaper  article  by  Dr<>  A.  T*  Waterman 
commenting  favorably  on  efforts  by  the  Government  and  private  industry  to 
expand  the  educational  facilities  for  students  interested  in  science  (pp. 
1061+7-8) . 


19  < 


20, 


D 


f 

/ 


BUDGET.  Sen.  Goldwater  inserted  a  table  detailing  the  budget  surpluses  and 
deficits  of  Congresses  from  1S46  to  1955  (pp.  10849-51) . 

SUGAR.  Sen.  Fulbright  objected  to  consideration  of  H.  R.  7030,  the  sugar  bill, 
upon  its  second  reading  because  it  was  believed  that  the  importance  of  the  bill 
would  seem  to  warrant  greater  consideration  than  the  closing  hours  of  the 
session  would  permit.  Sen.  Thye  rejoined  that  the  legislation  was  needed  for 
emergency  matters  (op.  10851-2,  10877)®  Sen,  Long  served  notice  that  he  would 
ask  for  a  suspension  of  the  rules  in  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  7030,  without 
reference  of  the  bill  to  the  Senate  Finance  Committee;  and  Sen.  Douglas  ques¬ 
tioned  the  propriety  of  that  procedure  (po.  10920-1).  Sen.  Long  submitted  an 
amendment  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  H.  R.  7030,  and  it  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
(p.  10948). 

The  Finance  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  S.  1635,  to  amend  and 
extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  194-8*  after  striking  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
substituting  the  language  of  H.  R.  7030,  with  the  following  changes:  "The 
formula  for  future  growth  to  be  55  percent  for  domestic  and  45  percent  for 
foreign;  the  foreign  quota  to  be  divided  on  basis  of  60  percent  to  Cuba  and  40 
percent  to  be  divided  among  full-duty  countries  proportionately  on  basis  of 
their  sales  of  sugar  in  U.  S.  market  during  last  4-  years;  benchmark  to  be 
8,300,000  tons;  and  a  6-year  extension  in  lieu  of  4  years.” 

HOUSING.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2126,  the  housing 
bill  (op.  10906-ll)o  The  conferees  agreed  to  continuation  of  the  present  farm¬ 
housing  program  through  the  fiscal  year  195&,  with  4*112  million  available  for 
direct  loans,  to  prevent  defaults  in  payments  on  loans  for  potentially  adequate 
farms  and  for  the  improvement  and  repair  of  farms. 


22.  FORESTRY  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Clements  inserted  the  remarks  of  Sens.  George  and 

Magnuson  on  the  practices  of  conservation  by  private  industry,  the  U.  S.  Forest 
Service,  and  State  agencies.  Sen.  Magnuson  commended  the  activities  of  the 
Rayonier  Corporation  in  the  field  of  conservation  and  suggested  that  conserva¬ 
tion  should  be  construed  to  mean  adequate  and  planned  utilization  of  forests 
and  forest  products  (pp.  10929-31)® 

\ 

23.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT .  Sen.  Watkins  inserted  two  articles  prepared  by  himself 

citing  the  achievements  of  the  U.  S.  economy  in  the  second  nuarter  cf  1955 
(op.  10938-U). 

24*  EXTENSION  WORK.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  2098,  to  authorize  speci¬ 
al  appropriations  for  extension  work  among  low-income  farmers  (pp.  10883-4). 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


XXPERILENT  STATIONS.  Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S,  1759,  to  consolidate 
authorization  legislation  regarding  aid  to  State  agricultural  experiment 
otations  (p«  1088l|.)  •  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  ''"'resident . 

.  I 


T°*  MARKETING.  ' Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S.  1757,  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
marketing  act  of  19lj.6  so  as  to  remove  any  question  which  may  have  resulted 
from  a  change  in  appropriation  language  as  to  the  applicability  of  penalties 
for  forgery  of  inspection  certificates  covering  agricultural  commodities,  and 
to  expand  and  tighten  provisions  for  such  penalties  (p.  1088L).  This  bill 
vail  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

INS . *  Co 


27.  FARM  LOANS.  Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S,  1621,  to  authorize  adjustment 
by  the  Secrebary  of  Agriculture  of  certain  obligations  of  settlers  on  projects 
developed  under  or  subject  to  the  PJheeler-Case  Act  of  1939/{p.  10882)/  This 
bill  m  11  now  be  sent  to  the  President* 


28 , 


rep  or. 


/ 


on  S.  10/1,  to  provide 
■vice  of  certain  periods 
conferees  had  been 
'he  conferees  agreed  to  the 


late 


PERSONNEL.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  . 
for  the  inclusion  in  the  computation  of  accredited 
of  service  rendered  Spates  (p.  10913).  House  and  S 
appointed  earlier  in  the  day  (pp.  IO877,  11005). 

House  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S.  I8I4.9 1X0  provide  for  the  grant  of 
career-conditional  and  career  appointments  inrthe  competitive  civil  service 
to  indefinite  employees  who  previously  Qualified  for  competitive  appointment 
(pp«  10882-3 ) .  This  bill  wil]\,now  be  sent- 'to  the  President. 

Concurred  in  House  amendments  to  S.  1792,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees 
GrouP  Li f e _ Ins uranc e  Act  of  195U  so  as  .to  authorize  the  assumption  of  the  in¬ 
surance  obligations  of  any  nonprofit  association  of  Federal  employees  (p. 
10882) •  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  76I8,  to  increase  the  annuity  benefits  of 
retired  Federal  employees  by  12%<6n  the-  first  (.1,500  and  8%  thereafter  up  to 
v4.>000,  with  a  gradual  reduction  in  the  increases  until  they  end  on  Dec«  31. 

1957  (pp«  10853,  10902,  10912,  1092i4.-6)9 

Agreed  to  the  conference'  report  on  H.  R.  i+Qi+S ,  making  recommendations  to 
the  States  for  legislation  to  permit  and  assist  Federal  personnel  to  vote  (op. 
10899  >  10901-5).  L‘ 


/ 


/ 


\ 


\ 


S.  2628,  the  executive  pay  bill,  provides  as  .follows  as  reported  by  the 
committee: 


Provides  specific  salaries  for  various  officials,  including:  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  Director  of  Office  of  Defense  Mobilization,  aid  Director  of 
the  Budget,  825,000;  2  Administrative  Assistants  to  thd  President,  and  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  822,500;  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs,  v22,000;  3 
Administrative  Assistants  to  the  President,  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
Administrator  of  General  Services,  Director  of  International^  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration,  Administrator  of  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration,  and  Gover¬ 
nor  of  FCA,  £21,000;  Assistant  Comptroller  General,  Deputy  Director  of  Budget 
Bureau,^hairman  of  Civil  Service  Commission,  and  members  of  Council  of  Econom¬ 
ic  Advisers,  £20,500;  7  Administrative  Assistants  and  staff  assistants  to  the 
President,  3  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Agriculture,  Fiscal  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  members  (other  than  chairman)  of  Civil  Service  Commission, 
Deputy  Administrator  of  General  Services,  Archivist,  Administrator  o\  Produc¬ 
tion  and  Marketing  Administration,  Adminostrator  of  REA,  Public  Print e: 
^krTar^an  °L  Congress,  each  Assistant  Director  of  Budget  Bureau  (2),  Director 
of  National  Science  Foundation,  and  General  Counsel  (or  other  comparable  offi¬ 
cer)  of  a  department  when  required  to  be  appointed  by  the  .'resident,  v20,OoisL 
Commissioner  of  Federal  Suoply  Service,  Commissioner  of  Public  Buildings  Ser- 
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(1)  on  the  effective  date  of  this  act  is 
serving  under  an  indefinite  or  temporary 
appointment  in  a  position  in  the  competi¬ 
tive  civil  service  other  than  a  position  for 
which  the  salary  is  fixed  by  the  Postal  Field 
Service  Compensation  Act  of  1955  (Public 
Law  68,  84th  Cong.); 

(2)  on  January  23,  1955,  was  serving  in 
a  position  in  the  competitive  civil  service; 

(3)  from  January  23,  1955,  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  act,  served  in  a  position  or 
positions  in  the  competitive  civil  service 
without  break  in  service; 

(4)  (A)  during  the  period  beginning  June 
3,  1950,  and  ending  January  23,  1955,  passed 
a  qualifying  examination  for  a  position  in 
the  competitive  civil  service  in  which  he 
served  during  such  period,  or  (B)  within 
1  year  after  the  effective  date  of  this  act 
meets  such  noncompetitive  examination 
standards  as  the  United  States  Civil  Service 
Commission  shall  prescribe  with  respect  to 
the  position  which  he  holds  at  the  time  he 
makes  the  application  prescribed  by  this 
section;  and 

(5)  has  completed,  prior  to  making  such 
application,  a  total  of  continuous  or  inter¬ 
mittent  satisfactory  service  aggregating  not 
less  than  3  years  on  the  rolls  in  a  position  or 
positions  in  the  competitive  civil  service; 
shall,  upon  application  by  such  employee 
made  within  1  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  act  to  the  appropriate  department, 
agency,  or  establishment  concerned,  and 
upon  recommendation  by  such  department, 
agency,  or  establishment,  be  converted  to  a 
career-conditional  appointment  or  a  career 
appointment  determined  by  the  appropriate 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  reg¬ 
ulations  governing  conversions  to  career- 
conditional  or  career  appointments  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Executive  Order  No.  10577, 
dated  November  22,  1954. 

Sec.  2.  The  appointment  in  the  competi¬ 
tive  civil  service  of  each  employee  who — 

(1)  (A)  was  appointed  on  or  after  De¬ 
cember  20,  1941,  to  a  position  in  the  work- 
house  at  Occoquan  in  the  State  of  Virginia, 
the  reformatory  at  Lorton  in  the  State  of 
Virginia,  or  the  Washington  asylum  and  jail, 
(B)  was  appointed  to  a  position  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Corrections  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  (as  constituted  on  and  after  June 
27,  1946)  with  a  war  service  indefinite  ap¬ 
pointment,  or  (C)  was  appointed  on  or  after 
June  27,  1946,  and  prior  to  January  1,  1955, 
to  a  position  in  such  Department  of  Correc¬ 
tions,  without  regard  to  the  civil-service 
laws,  rules,  and  regulatons; 

(2)  is  in  a  position  in  the  Department  of 
Corrections  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on 
the  effective  date  of  this  act; 

(3)  has  completed,  prior  to  making  the 
application  prescribed  by  this  section,  a 
total  of  continuous  or  intermittent  satis¬ 
factory  service  aggregating  not  less  than  3 
years  in  a  position  or  positions  in  the  munici¬ 
pal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 
and 

(4)  within  1  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  act  meets  such  noncompetitive  ex¬ 
amination  standards  as  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Commission  shall  prescribe 
with  respect  to  the  position  which  he  holds 
at  the  time  he  makes  the  application  pre¬ 
scribed  by  this  section; 

shall,  upon  application  by  such  employee 
made  within  1  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  act  to  the  appropriate  department, 
agency,  or  establishment  concerned,  and 
upon  recommendation  by  such  department, 
agency,  or  establishment,  be  converted  to  a 
career-conditional  appointment  or  a  career 
appointment  determined  by  the  appropriate 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  reg¬ 
ulations  governing  conversions  to  career- 
conditional  or  career  appointments  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  Executive  Order  No.  10577, 
dated  November  22,  1954. 


Sec.  3.  Each  individual  who — 

(1)  was  serving  in  a  position  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  civil  service  under  an  indefinite  ap¬ 
pointment  on  January  23,  1955; 

(2)  between  January  23,  1955,  and  the 
effective  date  of  this  act,  was  involuntarily 
separated  from  the  competitive  civil  service 
for  any  reason  other  than  for  cause; 

(3)  (A)  during  the  period  beginning 
June  3,  1950,  and  ending  January  23,  1955, 
passed  a  qualifying  examination  for  a  posi¬ 
tion  in  which  he  served  during  such  period, 
or  (B)  within  1  year  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  act,  meets  such  noncompetitive  ex¬ 
amination  standards  as  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Commission  shall  prescribe;  and 

(4)  has  completed,  prior  to  reappoint¬ 
ment  under  this  section,  a  total  of  con¬ 
tinuous  or  intermittent  satisfactory  service 
aggregating  not  less  than  3  years  on  the 
rolls  in  a  position  or  positions  in  the  com¬ 
petitive  civil  service; 

may,  during  the  period  ending  2  years  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  act,  be  reappointed 
without  competitive  examination  to  a  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  competitive  civil  service  for 
which  he  is  qualified  and  such  reappoint¬ 
ment  (except  reappointment  to  a  position 
involving  temporary  job  employment)  shall 
be  a  career-conditional  appointment  or  a 
career  appointment  determined  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  United  States  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  regulations  governing  conversions 
to  career-conditional  or  career  appointments 
in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  No. 
10577,  dated  November  22,  1954. 

Sec.  4.  The  United  States  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  promulgate  such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  it’ determines  to  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Sec.  5.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  affect,  or 
be  construed  to  affect,  the  application  of 
section  1310  of  the  Supplemental  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1952  (Public  Law  253,  82d  Cong.), 
as  amended. 

Sec.  6.  This  act  shall  take  effect  on  the 
90th  day  following  the  date  of  its  enactment. 

And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  granting  of 
career-conditional  and  career  appoint¬ 
ments  to  certain  qualified  employees.” 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  amendments  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  which  will  make  it 
possible  for  a  somewhat  larger  number 
of  Federal  employees  to  obtain  career 
status,  than  would  have  been  possible 
under  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 
This  extension  of  coverage  is  justified, 
and  will  remove  the  possibility  of  cer¬ 
tain  inequities  which  might  have  oc¬ 
curred  under  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill. 

Senators  will  remember  that  this  ques¬ 
tion  was  discussed  in  the  Senate  during 
the  debate  on  the  bill.  I  £ave  talked 
with  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  and  he  agrees  with  this  pro¬ 
posal,  which  I  have  also  discussed  with 
the  majority  and  the  minority,  who  also 
agree. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  that 
the  Senate  concur  in  the  amendments 
of  the  House. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  83, 
83D  CONGRESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 


of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2098) 
to  amend  Public  Law  83,  83d  Congress, 
which  was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  Smith-Lever  Act,  as  amended 
(7  U.  S.  C.  341  and  the  following,  supp.  1), 
is  further  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  adding  a  new  section,  following 
section  7,  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  8.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that  there 
exist  special  circumstances  in  certain  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  which  cause  such  areas  to  be 
at  a  disadvantage  insofar  as  agricultural  de¬ 
velopment  is  concerned,  which  circum¬ 
stances  include  the  following:  (1)  There  is 
concentration  of  farm  families  on  farms 
either  too  small  or  too  unproductive,  or  both; 
(2)  such  farm  operators  because  of  limited 
productivity  are  unable  to  make  adjust¬ 
ments  and  investments  required  to  establish 
profitable  operations;  (3)  the  productive  ca¬ 
pacity  of  the  existing  farm  unit  does  not  per¬ 
mit  profitable  employment  of  available  la¬ 
bor;  (4)  because  of  limited  resources,  many 
of  these  farm  families  are  not  able  to  make 
full  use  of  current  extension  programs  de¬ 
signed  for  families  operating  economic  units 
nor  are  extension  facilities  adequate  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  assistance  needed  to  produce  desir¬ 
able  results. 

“(b)  In  order  to  further  the  purposes  of 
section  2  in  such  areas  and  to  encourage  com¬ 
plementary  development  essential  to  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  such  areas,  there  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  the 
Congress  from  time  to  time  shall  determine 
to  be  necessary  for  payments  to  the  States, 
Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico  on  the  basis 
of  special  needs  in  such  areas  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

“(c)  In  determining  that  the  area  has 
such  special  need,  the  Secretary  shall  find 
that  it  has  a  substantial  number  of  disad¬ 
vantaged  farms  or  farm  families  for  one  or 
more  of  the  reasons  heretofore  enumerated. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  provisions  for  the 
assistance  to  be  extended  to  include  one  or 
more  of  the  following:  (1)  Intensive  on-the- 
farm  educational  assistance  to  the  farm  fam¬ 
ily  in  appraising  and  resolving  its  problems; 
(2)  assistance  and  counseling  to  local  groups 
in  appraising  resources  for  capability  of  im¬ 
provement  in  agriculture  or  introduction  of 
industry  designed  to  supplement  farm  in¬ 
come;  (3)  cooperation  with  other  agencies 
and  groups  in  furnishing  all  possible  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  existing  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities,  particularly  to  farm  families  hav¬ 
ing  underemployed  workers;  and  (4)  in  cases 
where  the  farm  family,  after  analysis  of  its 
opportunities  and  existing  resources,  finds 
it  advisable  to  seek  a  new  farming  venture, 
the  providing  of  information,  advice,  and 
counsel  in  connection  with  making  such 
change. 

“(d)  No  more  than  10  percent  of  the  sum 
available  under  this  section  shall  be  allotted 
to  any  one  State.  The  Secretary  shall  use 
project  proposals  and  plans  of  work  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  extension  directors  as  a 
basis  for  determining  the  allocation  of  funds 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

“(e)  Sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to,  and  not  in 
substitution  for,  appropriations  otherwise 
available  under  this  act.  The  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  a  sum  in  any  year 
equal  to  10  percent  of  sums  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  this  act.’’ 

(b)  By  renumbering  section  8  to  read 
section  9. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  brief  expla¬ 
nation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  expla¬ 
nation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

House  Amendment  to  S.  2098 
The  House  amendment  is  a  complete  sub-  ■ 
stitute  for  the  Senate  bill  and  was  drafted  : 
and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture.  The  amendment  outlines  in  substan¬ 
tial  detail  the  purposes  for  which  additional 
funds  for  the  Extension  Service  are  to  be 
used  for  the  aid  of  low-income  farmers  in  , 
special  areas.  The  amendment  limits  the  i 
total  amount  of  such  additional  funds  to  1 
10  percent  of  the  funds  otherwise  appropriat-  j 
ed  for  the  Extension  Service  under  the 
Smith-Lever  Act,  and  also  limits  the  amount 
going  to  any  one  State  to  10  percent  of  the 
total  amount  of  additional  funds,. 


AMENDMENT  OP  AGRICULTURAL 
MARKETING  ACT  OP  1946 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1757)  to  amend  the  act  known  as  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946,  ap¬ 
proved  August  14,  1946,  which  was,  on 
page  1,  line  6,  strike  out  all  after  “sen¬ 
tence:”  over  through  line  14  on  page  2, 
and  insert:  “Whoever  knowingly  shall 
falsely  make,  issue,  alter,  forge,  or  coun¬ 
terfeit  any  official  certificate,  memoran¬ 
dum,  mark,  or  other  identification,  or  de¬ 
vice  for  making  such  mark  or  identifica¬ 
tion,  with  respect  to  inspection,  class, 
grade,  quality,  size,  quantity,  or  condi¬ 
tion,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  or  knowingly  cause  or  procure,  or 
aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  false 
making,  issuing,  altering,  forging,  or 
counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly 
shall  possess,  without  promptly  notify¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his 
representative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as 
true,  or  cause  to  be  uttered,  published, 
or  used  as  true,  any  such  falsely  made, 
altered,  forged  or  counterfeited  official 
certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identi¬ 
fication,  or  device,  or  whoever  knowing¬ 
ly  represents  that  an  agricultural  prod¬ 
uct  has  been  officially  inspected  or 
graded  (by  an  authorized  inspector  or 
grader)  under  the  authority  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  when  such  commodity  has  in  fact 
not  been  so  graded  or  inspected  shall  be 
fined  not  more  than  $1,000  or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  1  year,  or  both.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  short  state¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  the  House 
amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

House  Amendment  to  S.  1757 

The  House  amendment  would  narrow  the 
effect  of  several  provisions  of  the  bill  to 
which  the  trade  objected  on  the  grounds 
that  they  were  too  broad.  The  purpose  of 


the  bill  is  to  strengthen  the  law  providing 
penalties  for  the  forgery  of  inspection  cer¬ 
tificates  and  certain  other  matters  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  inspection  of  agricultural 
commodities  under  the  Agricultural  Market¬ 
ing  Act  of  1946.  The  House  amendments 
would — 

1.  Strike  the  provision  of  the  bill  impos¬ 
ing  penalties  for  violations  of  regulations  of 
the  Secretary,  on  the  ground  that  the  other 
provisions  of  the  bill  adequately  protect  the 
integrity  of  the  inspection  system  and  fur¬ 
nish  a  more  definite  guide  to  the  trade, 

2.  Limit  the  provisions  of  the  bill  relating 
to  false  or  deceptive  representations  to  rep¬ 
resentations  that  a  commodity  has  been  offi¬ 
cially  graded,  when  it  has  not, 

3.  Provide  that  acts  shall  be  violations  only  j 
if  done  "knowingly,”  and 

4.  Limit  to  “official”  certificates  memo-  j 
randa,  marks,  and  other  identification  the  ; 
type  of  material  which  will  be  the  subject  [ 
matter  of  violations. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  House  amendment. 


FUNDS  FOR  SUPPORT  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  EXPERIMENT  STATIONS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1759)  to  consolidate  the  Hatch  Act  of 
1887  and  laws  supplementary  thereto  re¬ 
flating  to  the  appropriation  of  Federal 
ifunds  for  the  support  of  agricultural  ex¬ 
periment  stations  in  the  States,  Alaska, 
Hawaii,  and. Puerto  Rico,  which  were,  on 
fpage  5,  after  line  21,  insert: 

4.  Not  less  than  20  percent  of  any  sums 
appropriated  pursuant  to  this  subsection  for 
distribution  to  States  shall  be  used  by  State 
agricultural  experiment  stations  for  conduct¬ 
ing  marketing  research  projects  approved  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

And  on  page  5,  line  22,  strike  out  “4” 
and  insert  “5.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
House  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  brief  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  principal  House  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

House  Amendment  to  S.  1759 

The  only  amendment  made  to  the  bill  by 
the  House  is  the  insertion  of  a  requirement 
fthat  experiment  stations  continue  to  use  20 
percent  of  their  available  appropriations  for 
marketing  research.  Under  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  Senate,  the  present  requirement 
of  law  that  20  percent  of  each  State’s  allot¬ 
ment  be  used  for  marketing  research  would 
have  applied  only  up  to  the  level  of  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  year  1955.  Appropria¬ 
tions  beyond  that  level  would  not  have  been 
subject  to  this  requirement  under  the  bill  as 
it  passed  the  Senate. 

The  amendment  is  satisfactory  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Association 
of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  Universities  does 
not  object  to  it. 

/ 

ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  FOREIGN 
RELATIONS  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  I  wish  to  place  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 


ment  regarding  the  activities  of  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  for  the  1st  session  of  the 
84th  Congress. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Walter  F.  George, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions 

As  the  first  session  of  this  84th  Congress 
draws  to  a  close,  I  want  briefly  to  comment 
on  the  work  of  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  field  of  United  States  foreign 
policy. 

During  this  session  we  have  had  one  of 
the  heaviest  foreign  policy  schedules  that 
I  have  ever  experienced.  It  has  been  a  heavy 
schedule  not  only  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  number  of  items  we  have  considered, 
but  from  the  point  of  view  of  their  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  security  of  this  Nation. 

Within  7  months  the  Senate  has  dealt  with 
such  matters  in  the  Far  East  as  the  South¬ 
east  Asian  Collective  Defense  Treaty,  the 
Mutual  Defense  Treaty  with  the  Republic 
of  China,  the  Formosan  Resolution,  and  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  which  was  largely  de¬ 
voted  to  strengthening  the  defenses  and  the 
economies  of  that  area. 

In  connection  with  strengthening  West¬ 
ern  Europe,  during  the  same  period  of  time 
we  have  approved  the  protocol  restoring 
sovereignty  to  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger¬ 
many,  approved  the  protocol  inviting  the 
Federal  Republic  to  join  NATO,  approved  the 
Austrian  State  Treaty,  and  helped  by  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  to  encourage  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  joint  defense  of  Western 
Europe. 

The  United  States  Senate  may  well  be 
proud  of  its  role  in  foreign  policy  during 
this  period.  We  have  without  exception 
acted  on  these  matters  of  vital  national 
interest  without  partisanship.  We  have,  I 
believe,  carried  on  the  tradition  that  was 
established  during  the  late  war,  namely,  that 
there  is  no  room  for  partisanship  in  the 
development  and  conduct  of  the  foreign 
policy  of  our  country.  If  we  maintain  this 
course  in  the  years  ahead,  and  I  believe  we 
will,  we  need  have  no  fear  for  the  future 
of  freemen. 

I  want  to  pay  high  tribute  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions.  It  is  a  great  committee.  Its  mem¬ 
bers  have  been  devoted  in  their  attention 
to  duty,  they  have  unfailingly  met  their 
responsibilities  to  the  Senate  and  to  the 
Nation,  and  they  have  sustained  the  tradi¬ 
tion  of  their  great  predecessors  on  that  com¬ 
mittee.  I  will  not  take  the  time  of  the 
Senate  to  comment  individually  on  the  work 
of  each  member  of  the  committee.  I  want 
to  record  now,  however,  my  deep  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  Senator  Alexander  Wiley,  of  Wis¬ 
consin,  and  Senator  Alexander  Smith,  of 
New  Jersey;,  the  two  ranking  Republicans  on 
the  committee. 

I  also  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  to 
the  ranking  Democratic  member,  Senator 
Theodore  Francis,  Green,  of  Rhode  Island, 
and  to  all  the  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  splenfiid  cooperation  they  have 
given  me  throughout  -the  session.  We  have 
conducted  many  hearings.  We  have  held 
many  meetings.  Our  schedule  has  called  for 
many  weeks  of  hard  work, ‘and  I  am  grateful 
for  the  fine  contribution  Which  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  its  staff  have  made. 

In  order  that  there  may  be  (readily  avail¬ 
able  a  summary  of  the  work  of,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  of  the 
Senate  during  this  session,  I  should  like  to 
insert  in  the  Record  at  this  point  \  brief 
review  of  the  foreign-policy  matters  .con¬ 
sidered  since  we  began  our  work  in  January. 

treaties  approved  \ 

1.  Southeast  Asia  Collective  Defense 
Treaty  (Ex.  K,  83-2;  Ex.  Rept.  1,  84-1)  :  This 
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Public  Law  272  -  84th  Congress 
Chapter  632  -  1st  Session 
S.  1757 


AN  ACT 


All  69  Stat.  553 


To  amend  the  Act  known  as  the  “Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1046",  approved 

August  14, 1946. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  subsection  (h) 
of  section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1946  (7  U.  S.  C. 
1622  (h)  )  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  sentence :  “Whoever  knowingly  shall  falsely  make,  issue,  alter, 
forge,  or  counterfeit  any  official  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  or 
other  identification,  or  device  for  making  such  mark  or  identification, 
with  respect  to  inspection,  class,  grade,  quality,  size,  quantity,  or  con¬ 
dition,  issued  or  authorized  under  this  section  or  knowingly  cause  or 
procure,  or  aid,  assist  in,  or  be  a  party  to,  such  false  making,  issuing, 
altering,  forging,  or  counterfeiting,  or  whoever  knowingly  shall  pos¬ 
sess,  without  promptly  notifying  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his 
representative,  utter,  publish,  or  use  as  true,  or  cause  to  be  uttered, 
published,  or  used  as  true,  any  such  falsely  made,  altered,  forged,  or 
counterfeited  official  certificate,  memorandum,  mark,  identification,  or 
device,  or  whoever  knowingly  represents  that  an  agricultural  product 
has  been  officially  inspected  or  graded  (by  an  authorized  inspector 
or  grader)  under  the  authority  of  this  section  when  such  commodity 
has  in  fact  not  been  so  graded  or  inspected  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $1,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both.”,  v'' 

Sec.  2.  The  farm  produce  inspection  clause  contained  in  various 
appropriation  Acts  (7  U.  S.  C.  414)  and  the  second,  third,  and  fourth 
sentences  of  section  1  of  the  Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927  (7 
U.  S.  C.  492)  are  hereby  repealed. 

Approved  August  9,  1955. 
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certifications. 
60  Stat.  1088. 


Repeals. 

44  Stat.  1355. 
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